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Marburg: Der Sieg iiber den Unionismus. 


Zu Marburg errang das Wort Gottes einen doppelten Sieg. Nicht 
nur behauptete fic) das Sdhriftpringip, fondern e3 tourde da auch der 
| gewaltig fic) regende Unionismus gu Boden getreten. 

q Die Lutheraner veriweigerten den Biwinglianern, die fich beharrlid 
| geweigert batten, fich unter das Wort Gottes gu beugen, die Bruder- 
| band. Dariiber hat man ihnen bon jeher die bitterjten Vorwürfe ge- 
macht. Sdaff-Hergog gibt die allgemeine Meinung fo wieder: “Luther’s 
' vefusal to join hands with Zwingli at Marburg has always been 
| ‘egretted.” (Sub v.“Union.”) andgraf Philipps Urieil: ,,Luther 
- und Melandthon haben gu viel getan, daß fie foldhe Trennung anridten, 
| und es ift mir in allweg gutvider geweſen. . . . Denn mich hat alletweg 
| gedeudjt mehr ein Krieg mit Worten unter Euch und nidt im Sinn 
| oder Verſtand.“ (Grief an Biwingli, git. in ,Cine Union in der 
Wahrheit”, S. 102.) Chriftoffel wünſcht dafiir Luther alles Bife 
: Luther gibt feinen Gedanken bei feiner Abreife von Marburg Ausdrud, 
| indem er fchreibt, er Habe fich wie ein Wurm im Staube gefriimmt und 
- der Satan habe ihn fo gequalt, dak er gefürchtet habe, Weib und Kinder 
_ tie mehr gu fehen; er, der Tröſter fo vieler geängſteten Geelen, fet 
| felbft ohne Troft. Er hatte in Marburg die Liebe verleugnet, des 
| gab ihm fein Gewiſſen Zeugnis, wenn er es auch nicht eingeftehen wollte, 
und daber war auch der Friede der Seele von ihm getwidjen.” (Hagen- 
| bad, I, 324.) Go ruft aud d'Aubigns hinter Luther her: “He did 
q not go forth as a conqueror. A spirit of dejection and alarm had 
' taken possession of his mind.... There is an immediate reaction of 
q the violated law upon him who violates it. Now Luther had trans- 
_ &tessed the royal law, which is charity, and he suffered the penalty. 
_ At last he reentered Wittenberg and flung himself into the arms of 
| his friends, ‘tormented by the angel of death” (4,82f. Was es 
darum war, fann Luther felber am beften beridjten: 17, 1957f.) 
Madinnon (Luther and the Reformation, 1929, III, p.319) gitiert 
Ruther (20, 778): “Cursed be such charity and unity to the very 
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bottom of hell, since such unity not only miserably disrupts Chris- 
tianity, but makes sport and foolishness of it in devilish manner”, 
und febt diefen Rommentar hingu: “In view of such outbursts the 
fanaticism of which he accused his opponents might more forcibly 
be retorted against himself. So fanatical and furious was he that 
he was ready to stake the whole reform movement on the acceptance 
of the notion that the communicant actually eats the body and drinks 
the blood of Christ under the semblance of a morsel of bread and 
sip of wine.” Die Unionsmanner geraten jedesmal in Zorn, tenn fie 
auf Luthers Verhalten gu Marburg gu fpreden fommen. Das war 
{don in Marburg fo. Luther: „Mit dem höchſten Fleiß und Bemiihung 
gingen fie dDarauf aus, daß fie als eintradtig mit uns möchten ange- 
fehen twerden, fo dak fie niemals dies Wort von mir leiden fonnten: 
Ihr habt einen andern Geift als wir. Sie entbrannten gang und gar, 
fooft fie dies hörten.“ (16, 2305.) Wir aber fegnen mit D. Walther 
„Luther noch im Grabe, dak er, obwohl hart dagu verſucht, innerlid 
und äußerlich, nicht nur dem Papſttum und feiner Scheinfirche, fondern 
aud dem berblendeten Zwingli und feiner Scheintweisheit nicht wid, 
fondern unbetveglid) feſtſtand“. (BSrofamen, 242.) Es twar eine 
GotteStat, dak Luther die Verſuchung gur Unioniſterei ftandhaft abwies. 


Diefe Verfuchung trat in doppelter Geftalt an ihn heran. Man 
verſuchte es erjt mit einer Union3formel, etwa des Inhalts, dak Chrifti 
Leib wahrhaftig gegentwartig fei. Die Bminglianer diirften das „wahr⸗ 
haftig” auf eine geijtlicje, die Lutherifchen auf eine leibliche Gegentwart 
DdDeuten. Hodge (III, 661): “Such was the desire to avoid division 
and such the spirit of concession manifested by the Reformed that 
a schism could have been avoided, had it not been that Luther in- 
sisted on the adoption of the very words in which he stated his 
doctrine on the subject. That there was a real difference between 
the parties must be admitted, but that difference was not such as to 
justify a division in the ranks of the Protestants; and the Reformed 
were willing to adopt a mode of stating the doctrine which both 
parties could receive without a violation of conscience.” Gin folded 
Gewiſſen beſaß aber Luther nicht. Cr fagt dariiber: „Sie verfpraden 
mit vielen Worten, fie wollten mit uns fo weit einerlet Rede fiihren: 
Chriftt Leib fet mahrhaftig im Abendmahl gegenwartig (aber in geift- 
lider Weiſe), nur damit wir uns dagu herbeilaffen möchten, fie Britder 
gu nennen und fo eine Eintracht gu erbeucjeln.“ (16, 2305.) Gein 
in Gotte3 Wort, in der Furcht Gottes gefangenes Gewiſſen verbot ihm, 
falſcher Lehre Deckung unter einer folden zweideutigen Forme! und 
Dadurd Cinlak in die Kirdhe gu gewahren. Der XV. Artifel, bon 
Luther aufgefebt und dann auch bon den Schweigern untergeidnet, 
fpridt darum neben den Punkten, in denen man einig war, aud die 
Differeng, die man nicht hatte befeitigen finnen, offen aus: „Und 
wiewohl aber wir uns (ob der wahre Leib und Blut Chriſti leiblid im 
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Brot und Wein fet) dieſe Beit nicht vergliden haben, fo foll dod ein 
Teil gegen dem andern chrijtliche Liebe, fofern jedes Gewiſſen immer- 
mebr leiden fann, ergeigen und beide Teil’ Gott den Allmächtigen fleißig 
bitten, daß er uns durd feinen Geift in dem rechten Verjtand beftatigen 
wolle. Amen.“ (17, 1942.) 

Nun fam die Verfuchung in anderer, womöglich noch gröberer 
Form. Die Reformierten boten den Lutheranern Kirchen-, Kangel- 
und Ultargemeinfdaft an. Das heift, es wurde an die Lutheraner 
da8 Anfinnen geftellt, fie follten Leute, die fich getweigert Hatten, die 
Lehre des Wortes Gottes angunehmen, und erflarten, fie würden dabei 
verharren, als treue Diener Chrijti behandeln; fie follten Leute, die 
nidt den rechten Glauben fatten, als Glaubensbriider anerfennen. 
Das heikt, fie follten die falſche Lehre fiir indifferent erflaren und in 
der Kirche dulden. Mit andern Worten, man verlangte von Luther, 
ex follte, obtvohl fein Friede war, Frieden ſchließen, Frieden ſchließen 
und die Feinde des Wortes Gottes weiter das Wort Gottes befampfen 
laffen. Die Unionijten twaren bereit, der Lehre, die fie bitter be- 
fampften, unter fid) Raum gu gewähren; nur follten die Lutherifden 
ebenſo getwiffenlos handeln. „Entlich haben die Bwinglianer von den 
Lutherijden begert, fie follen fie alZ Bruder und glider der firden 
aud) annemen und erfennen. Das haben inen die Lutherifden gentzlich 
abgeflagen.“ (Sreng, in W. Kohler, Refonftruftion ufiv., 140.) Ya 
fie boten tatjachlich WhendmabhlsgemeinfdHaft an. „Luther hanndelt 
aud fleyſig, fdjaffte aber de3 Sakraments halben nits. Sy aber 
hetten umb gottes willen gebetten, tir folten fy fiir briieder halten und 
die Yren bey unns die Saframent laſſen empfahen, deßgleichen wolten 
ſh aud) tun. Wher e3 war Ynn auf grofen unnd Chrijtenliden urſachen 
abgeſchlagen.“ (Ofiander; W. Ausg.) Die Reformierten forderten, 
daß der Grundjab aufgeftellt würde: Falſche Lehre ijt nicht firden- 
trennend; man darf, ja man mug mit falfden Lehrern glauben3- 
briiderliden Umgang pflegen und durd gemeinfdaftliden Abendmahls⸗ 
genuß begeugen, dab wir mit ifnen ein Herz und eine Geele find. 
Luther Iehnte das gottlofe Anfinnen ab. „Es ift ihnen freilich ver⸗ 
kündigt worden, daß fie, tenn fie nicht auch in diefem Artifel wieder 
guredtfommen, zwar unfrer Liebe genießen fonnen, aber bon uns nidt 
alg Briider und Glieder Chrifti angefehen werden können.“ (17, 1958.) 

Luther handelte fo nicht aus Cigenfinn oder Gleichgültigkeit gegen 
die Sade der Cinigung der Kirche. So „wild und wüſt“ war er nidt, 
Wie er bor dem Geſpräch an den Landgrafen gefdrieben hatte 
(17, 1936); und nad) dem Gefprach ſchrieb er an in: „Darum twollte 
id wohl weder aus Hak noch Hochmut ihnen twiderftehen, fondern ihre 
Rehre längſt haben angenommen, das weiß Gott, two fie derfelbigen 
fonnten Grund angeigen.” (17, 1963). An der Ginigung der Kirde 
war ihm fo viel gelegen wie Bwingli. Gin Brief an Bucer pon 1531 
lat uns in fein Herz ſchauen: „Ich will, dak du mir glaubft, daß id 
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wünſche, daß diefe unfere Uneinigkeit beigelegt twerde, wenn id) aud 
mein Leben dreimal daranfeben miifte, teil ich gefehen habe, wie not- 
wendig unſere Gemeinfdhaft mit eud ijt, wie großen Schaden [bie 
Trennung] dem Changelio gebradt hat und noch bringt. ... Der 
HErr FEfus erleudte uns und mace uns vollfommen eintradtig! 
Darum bitte id, das erflehe ich mit Tranen, danad feufge id.“ 
(17, 1975.) Gr hörte die Katholifen fpotten: Die Proteftanten find 
untereinander unein3! Er erfannte fehr wohl, dak viele an Ddiefer 
Uneinigfeit Anſtoß nabmen. Die Verjuchung, unter diefen Umftanden 
nadgugeben, trat mit Macht aud an ibn heran. Gein eigenes Fleijd 
ftand auf feiten der Zwinglianer, dDrangte ihn, nicht nur ihrer Abend- 
mablslehre gugufallen — „Ich bin leider allgu geneigt dagu, foviel id 
meinen Wdam fpiire” (15, 2050) —, fondern auch ihrer Scheinweisheit 
auf diefem Gebiet Gehör gu geben, durch fleifdlice Mittel die Kirche 
gu bauen und gu ſchützen. Cr wußte, twas feit Speier in der Luft lag. 
„Der allergreulicjte Krieg” fonnte entjtehen. (21a, 1672.) Skolam⸗ 
pad beſchwor ifn: „Ich bitte um Gottes willen, adhtet auf die arme 
Kirchel“ (Kohler, S.37.) Das politijche Bündnis, das auf Grund der 
kirchlichen Union entjtehen foll, wird den Proteftanti3mus uniibertvind- 
lich machen! Wieviel gewaltiger wird auch die Kirche dajftehen; wie 
biel mehr wird fie ausrichten fonnen; wenn fie in gefdloffener Cin- 
beit borangeht! Und der Anſtoß, den viele an dem Streiten nehmen, 
liege auf eurem Gewiſſen! Gewiß machte aud Zwinglis Appell 
Cindrud auf Luther: „Ich habe ftets den größten Wunfdh nad Freund- 
ſchaft gehabt und wünſche fie noch. [Mit Tranen in den Augen:] 
Es gibt in Btalien und Frankreich feine Manner, die ich Lieber fehen 
möchte.“ (S.37.) Meben feinem Fleiſch plagten ifn aud) mand feiner 
@reunde. “The Landgrave pressed, entreated, warned, exhorted, and 
conjured them. ‘Think,’ said he, ‘of the salvation of the Christian 
republic and remove all discord from its bosom.’” (D'Aubignõ, 76.) 
„Lieber Herr Kath, wiffet, dak unfer freundlich Geſpräch gu Marburg 
ein Ende Hat, und find fajt in allen Stücken ein3, ohne dak das Wider- 
teil wollte eitel Brot im Abendmahl behalten und Chriſtum geiftlid 
darinnen gegentwartig befennen. Heute Handelt der Landgraf, ob wit 
fonnten eins werden oder doch gleichwohl, fo wir uneins blieben, dennod 
Grider und Chriftus’ Glieder untereinander uns halten. Da arbeitet 
der Landgraf Heftig.” (2Qia, 1866.) Aber Luther ſtand feft wie eine 
Mauer. „Wir wollen de3 Briidern und Glieders nicht.” Hier ftehe id. 
Ich fann nicht anders. Gott helfe mir! Amen. 

Gr fonnte nidt ander3. Das Wort Gottes, das ihm verbot, die 
Zwingliſche Abendmahlslehre angunehmen, verbot ihm auch, fich mit den 
Bwinglianern gu berbriidern und gu vbergliedern. „Ich ermahne euch aber, 
liebe Briider, daß ihr auffehet auf die, die da Bertrennung und ürgernis 
anrichten neben der Lehre, die ihr gelernet abt, und weichet bon 
denfelbigen”, Rim. 16,17. „Einen feberifden Menſchen meide, went 
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et einmal und abermal ermabnet ijt”, Tit.8,10. „So jemand gu euch 
fommt und bringet dieſe Lehre nit, den nehmet nidt gu Haufe und 
grüßet ibn aud) nicht. Denn wer ibn grüßet, der macht fich teilbaftig 
feiner bofen Werke”, 2 Yoh. 10.11. Diefe Worte lieken ſich nicht aus 
dem Ginn reifen. Gottes Wort verdammt die falfde Lehre als die 
ſchlimmſte Sünde, und Luther fonnte fie nicht dadurch, dak er fie duldete, 
auf fein Gewwiffen nehmen. Cr erflarte vor feiner Gemeinde nach 
feiner Rückkehr: „Brüderſchaft haben fie bon uns begehrt, das haben 
wit ihnen auf diesmal abgefdlagen und nicht zuſagen fonnen; denn 
wenn wir fie fiir Briider und Schweſtern annahmen, fo müßten wir 
verivilligen in ihre Lehre.“ (3, 1770.) Und fpater: „Wie follte und 
fonnte ich nur auf mein arm Gewiſſen laden ſolch ungeſchwungene 
Lafterung und unbuffertige Schwärmer und Lafterer, wie ich doch tun 
miigte, two ic) mid) mit ihnen einlieke mit Biidern, Schriften oder 
Worten, wie mir jebt der Stenfefeld anmutet? St. Johannes fagt 
2%oh.10f.: ,So jemand fommt und bringet diefe Lehre nicht’ uſw. 
Hie hörſt du, wer der Mann fei, der mich Heit die Schwarmer weder 
hören noch feben, fondern meiden und berdammen, wie ich droben aus 
St. Paulo, Tit. 3,10, auch gefagt: ,Cinen Reber follft du meiden, wenn 
et einjt oder givier vermahnet iſt.““ (20, 1770.) Gottes Wort ver- 
dammt den falfden Lehrer als einen Majeftatsverbrecher, der in Gottes 
Rechte eingreift. Wie fonnte Luther, der died lebendig erfannte — ,,Die 
Lehre ijt nicht unfer” (9, 644) —, folden frei fchalten und twalten 
laffen? Wn dem Wort Gotte3s, an der reinen Lehre des Wortes Gottes, 
ijt alles gelegen. Unioniſterei aber leitet die Chrijten an, das Wort 
Gottes geringzuſchätzen, und febt fie der Gefahr aus, es gu verlieren. 
„Nein, lieber Mann”, fprad) Luther mit Bezugnahme auf die Ptar- 
burger Verfudung auf feiner Rangel, „mir nicht des Friedens und 
der Cinigfeit, daritber man Gottes Wort verliert; denn damit ift ſchon 
das ewige Leben und alles berloren. . .. Darum fage mir nur bon 
feiner Liebe noch Freundfdaft, wo man dem Wort und Glauben mill 
abbredjen. Denn es heißt nicht, die Liebe, fondern da3 Wort bringt 
ewiges Leben, Gottes Gnade und alle himmlifden Schätze“. (9, 831.) 
Ruther war fiir feine falſche Union gu haben. 

Die Bwinglianer Hatten doch wiſſen follen, daß Luther mit ihnen 
feinen Rompromif, eingehen würde. Meinten fie, daß Quthers Wort von 
1527 bloke Rhetorif war? „Wohlan, weil fie denn fo gar verrudht 
find und alle Welt fpotten, will ich eine Lutheriſche Warnung dagutun 
und fage alfo: Verflucht fet ſolche Liebe und Cinigfeit in Abgrund der 
Holle, darum dah ſolche Einigkeit nidt alleine die Chriftenheit jam- 
merlich gertrennt, fondern fie nach teufelifder Art noch gu ſolchem ihrem 
Sammer fpottet und narret.... Mein, mir nidt, lieben Herren, de3 
Stiedens und der Liebe. Wenn ich einem Vater und Mutter, Weib 
und. Rind erwürgt und wollte ihn aud) dazu würgen und darnach fagen: 
Halt Friede, lieber Freund, wir wollen uns liebhaben, die Sache ift 
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nicht fo grok, dak wir darum follten uneins merden, was follt’ er gu 
mir fagen? © wie lieb follte er mich haben!” (20, 773.) Es ging 
um das Wort Gotte3, das felig macht. Und da ftand Luther feſt wie 
ein %el3. “Luther remained like a rock, to the Landgrave’s great 
indignation.” (D’Aubigné, 78.) 

Hier erheben nun aber die Unionijten ihr Feldgeſchrei: “Unity 
in essentials, liberty in unessentials”, oder wie Schaff in feiner Rirden- 
geſchichte (6, 650f.) es ausdriidt: “It was during the fiercest 
dogmatic controversies and the horrors of the Thirty Years’ War 
that a prophetic voice whispered to future generations the watch- 
word of Christian peacemakers, which was unheeded in a century of 
intolerance and forgotten in a century of indifference, but resounds 
with increased force in a century of revival and reunion: In neces- 
sartis unitas, in non-necessaris libertas, in utrisque caritas. This 
famous motto of Christian irenics appears for the first time in 
Germany A. D. 1627 and 1628. The author is an orthodox Lutheran, 
Rupertus Meldenius. But before him Zwingli uttered the same senti- 
ments at Marburg. ‘Let us confess our union in all things in which 
we agree; and as for the rest, let us remember that we are brethren. 
There will never be peace in the churches if we cannot bear differ- 
ences on secondary points.” (©. 645.) Mach d’Aubigné (S. 76) “there 
will never be peace between the churches if, while we maintain the 
grand doctrine of salvation by faith, we cannot differ on secondary 
points”. Köhler (6.14): „Und weil wir in diefem Hauptpunkt (bon 
Der geiftlidjen NieBung) einig find, fo bitte ich um der Liebe Chrifti 
willen, daß Shr um jenes Unterfdiedes willen niemand mit dem BVer- 
bredjen der Ketzerei beladet.“ Das war auch de3 Landgrafen Meinung: 
„Ich halte Luthers Hauptlehre, die Seligfeit betreffend, fiir recht, laffe 
aber deſſen Nebenbiicher auf fich beruhen.” (Brief an den RKurfiirjten. 
Schmitt, 35.) Die Unionijten verdammen Luther, weil er, naddem 
in biergehn Artifeln Einigkeit fonjtatiert mar und im fiinfgehnten nur in 
einem Punkt, bon der leibliden Gegentwart, eine Differeng nod 
porlag, um dieſes nebenſächlichen Dinges willen den Zwinglianern die 
Bruderhand veriveigerte. 

Wir fragen da zunächſt: Bit der Artikel vom Heiligen Abendmahl 
ein unwichtiger Artikel? Gandelt es fid da um MNebenfaden? Die 
Schweizer hatten allerdings eine geringe Meinung vom GSaframent. 
Gie erflarten gu Marburg entidieden, die Darreidung des Leibed 
Chrijti würde eine gang unnötige, iiberfliiffige Veranftaltung geweſen 
fein. Der Lutheraner aber redjnet diefe Sache gu den feds „Haupt⸗ 
ftiiden”. Gr gibt um feinen Preis die troftlidje Lehre auf, dak Chrijtus 
im §eiligen Abendmahl feinen auf Golgatha geopferten Leib und fein 
am Kreuz vergoffenes Blut als das höchſte Unterpfand unferer Leil- 
nabme an der gefdebenen Verſöhnung der Welt mit Gott gibt. 
(Srofamen, 239.) Das Abendmahl ift ihm ein Gnadenmittel. 
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Darum erflarte Melanchthon:„Ich wollte Lieber jterben, denn e3 mit 
ignen halten, und fagen, der Leib Chrifti miiffe und fonne nur an 
einem Ort fein. Darum twollet fie getrojt ftrafen, offentlich und 
fonderlich, ann und wo es die Gelegenbeit gibt. Wollet auch dies an 
ignen ftrafen, dagB fie vom Braud) de3 Gaframent3 nichts Rechtes 
lehren.“ (17, 2002.) Wenn Luther in diefer Verbindung vom „Er⸗ 
würgen“ der Chriften redet, fo hat das feine Richtigkeit. Der Chrijt 
lebt bon dDen Gnadenmitteln. ,Das Nachtmahl Chrifti war 
für Luther fein Gegenftand wiffenfdhaftlider Wuseinanderfebungen, 
fondern ein hohes gottlides Gnadengut, über defjen Reinerhaltung er 
mit der gangen Kraft, Strenge und Umſicht feines garten Gewiſſens 
gu wachen hatte. Wie er feine Lehre auf das flare Zeugnis der ur- 
fpriingliden Einſetzungsworte gegriindet wußte, fo umfagte er das 
Gaframent mit allen Faſern feiner heilsbediirftigen Geele als dad 
ſichtbare Unterpfand feines perfonliden Kindſchaftsſtandes, die unber- 
fiegliche Quelle des Friedens, der Kraft und des Trojtes in dem Dunkel 
diefes Erdenleben3.“ (W. Gußmann, Allgem. E. L. K. 1929, 776.) 
Und dieſen Artikel ſollte er fiir indifferent erklären! „Ich rechne fie 
alle in einen Kuchen, das iſt, für Sakramentierer und Schwärmer, 
wie ſie auch ſind, die nicht glauben wollen, daß des HErrn Brot im 
Abendmahl ſei ſein rechter, natürlicher Leib, welchen der Gottloſe oder 
Judas ebenſowohl mündlich empfängt als St. Petrus und alle Heiligen; 
wer das, ſage ich, nicht glauben will, der laſſe mich nur zufrieden und 
hoffe bei mir nur keiner Gemeinſchaft; da wird nichts anders aus.“ 
(Trigl., 982.) 

Wn fic ift diefer Artifel fein unwidtiger; wir fagen aber nun 
weiter, Dak er auch deswegen fein untwidhtiger ift, weil es überhaupt in 
der uns borliegenden Sache nichts Derartiges gibt. Diefer Urtifel ift 
ja freilid) nicht ein articulus fundamentalis primarius. Das heift aber 
nur, daß ein Menſch auch ohne Erfenntnis diefes Artikels felig werden 
fann. Ja es fann ein Menfd auch bet Leugnung diefes Artifels durch 
Gottes wunderbare Gnade felig werden.) Aber hier ijt nit die Frage, 
was ein Menſch wiffen miiffe, um felig gu werden. Hier ift die Frage, 
welche GlaubenSartifel in der Kirche fiir indifferent angufehen find, 
welche Irrtümer in der Kirche geduldet werden diirfen. Und da fagt 
Gottes Wort: Das gilt von feinem Artifel. Chriftus fpricht: „Lehret 
fie halten alles, twas ich euch befohlen habe”, Matth. 28,20. Rein 
Chriſt ijt bon der Annahme irgendeiner Lehre dispenfiert. Und in 
Rom. 16,17 findet fid) fein Wort von einer Unterfheidung zwiſchen 


1) “In 1532, in a letter to Duke Albert of Prussia, Luther had ad- 
mitted that in His mercy God might have saved Zwingli; but he emphat- 
ically denied him the martyr’s crown.” (Hurst, Hist. of the Chr. Church, 
II, 259.) Quther: „Aber Märtyrer gu machen, da gebirt mehr gu denn ſchlecht 
{elig werden, nämlich eine gewiffe göttliche Sache, darum fie leiden und fterben; 
welches hie fid) nidt findet.“ (20, 1683.) 
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twefentliden und univefentliden Artifeln. Solange jemand eine ge- 
offenbarte Lehre, das heift alfo, einen GlaubenSartifel, verwirft, haben 
twir fern bon ifm gu bleiben. Und died hat ſchließlich auch etwas mit 
dem Geligiwerden gu tun. Es fann jemand ein Chriſt geworbden fein, 
ohne etwas bom heiligen Abendmahl gehirt gu haben. Aber er bleibt 
fein Chriſt, wenn er wider befjeres Wijjen und Gewwiffen die in der 
Schrift geoffenbarte Lehre bom Abendmahl verwirft. Und ftirbt er 
in diefer Gefinnung, fo ftirbt er unfelig. Cr verliert ja Gotte3 Wort, 
das allein felig macht. Denn twer fich gegen ein Wort Gottes ver- 
ſchließt, nimmt fdlieplich fein Wort Gottes mehr an. Philipp und die 
Union8manner fagen: Es ijt ein Streit um Worte. Wir fagen: Es 
ijt ein Streit um Gotte3 Wort. C3 fojtet die Seligfkeit, fich über ein 
Wort Gottes hinwegzuſetzen. C8 gibt in diefem Sinn feine uniwidtigen 
GlaubenSartifel. Luther: „Wir wollen furgum alle Artikel der chrijt- 
lichen Lehre, fie feien grok oder klein (wiewohl uns feiner klein nod 
gering ijt), gang rein und gewiß haben und darinnen nit einen 
Tüttel nachlaſſen.“ ,,Die Welt und etlide unverjtandige Geifter geben 
bor, Durd) Den Teufel betrogen, iiber Dem Gaframent oder andere Yrrung, 
man folle nidt fo bart iiber einem Artikel ftreiten uj. und dariiber 
die drijtlide Liebe gertrennen noc) einander dariiber Dem Teufel geben; 
fondern, ob man gleich in einem geringen Stück irrete, da man fonjt in 
anbdern ein ijt, möge man wohl etwas weichen und geben laſſen und 
gleichwohl briiderlide und chriſtliche Cinigkeit oder Gemeinſchaft alten. 
Nein, lieber Mann, mir nidt des Friedens und Cinigfeit, dariiber man 
Gotte3 Wort verliert; denn damit ware ſchon das ewige Leben und 
alles verloren.” (9, 831.) Man lefe ja auch nad, was Luther in der 
Auslegung de3 Spruchs „Ein wenig Sauerteig verfauert den gangen 
Teig“ gefdrieben hat. (9, 642 ff.) Die lutherifde Kirche gibt feinen 
GlaubenSartifel fret. Manches andere gibt fie fret. Aber fie forbdert 
Cinigfeit ,in der Lehre und allen derſelbigen Artifeln”, fie befteht 
Darauf, dab ,dem wenigſten Irrtum nichts eingeraumt” werde. (Trigl., 
830, 1094.) Das hat fie bon Luther gelernt. Cr forderte gu Mar—⸗ 
burg gleich gu Anfang, dak alle Differengpunfte befproden würden. 
„Sind wir da nidt allenthalben ein3, fo handelt man bergeblich vom 
wahren Wert des Abendmahls.... Ich begeuge oHffentlid, dak ich mit 
den Schriften jener nicht ftimme, und ich mill das fundgetan haben, 
Damit man daheim nicht fage, id) habe das Maul nidt dürfen auftun.“ 
(S.8.) Gr hatte die Leute gu Haufe auf Grund des Wortes Gottes 
gut ergogen. Als darum die Reformierten fich in 1444 Artifeln einig 
mit den Lutheranern erflarten, die Zuſtimmung gum letzten Stück abet 
nidt geben twollten, aber doch Glaubensgemeinſchaft begehrten, fo ward 
ibnen das „aus grofen und drijtliden Urjaden abgefdlagen”. 
Schließlich, e3 handelte ſich durchaus nicht bloß um die letzte Halfte 
des 15. UrtifelS, fondern an diefem Punt trat die große Differeng gu- 
tage, die die utheraner bon den Reformierten trennte. Die theologifde 
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Gtellung der Schweiger war grundberjdieden von der der Lutheraner. 
Ihre Glaubensart war eine andere. Das Hielt ihnen Luther wiederholt 
bor: „Ihr habt einen andern Geift als wir.” Warum nahmen fie 
bie Lehre bon der leiblichen Gegentwart nidt an? Weil ihr ftolger 
Vernunftgeift fich iiber Gottes Wort hinwegfebte. Warum betrieben fie 
die Union? Weil der Rationalijt fich leicht iiber die Warnungen des 
Wortes Gottes hiniwegfebt und weil er feines rationalijtijden Glauben3 
nidt gewiß ift. Weiter, ihr Vernunftglaube verwarf die Lehre von 
der Perfon Chrifti, bon der Mitteilung der Eigenſchaften, von einer 
waren perfinliden BVereinigung. Und nod tiefer lag der Schaden. 
Ihr rationaliftijh-philofophijher Schwarmgeiſt befdaftigte fich weniger 
mit Dem in Dem menſchgewordenen Heiland und in dem Wort geoffen- 
barten Gott, fondern wollte fich lieber in Spefulationen iiber den ver— 
borgenen Gott ergehen. Okolampad verjtieg fic) gu der Ausfage: 
„Hanget nicht fo fehr an der Menſchheit und am Fleiſche Chriſti, fon- 
dern erhebet den Ginn gur Gottheit Chrifti.” Luther antiwortete: „Ich 
weiß bon feinem Gott, denn der Menſch worden ijt; fo twill ich feinen 
andern aud) haben.“ ,,Hic monere Oecolampadius coepit, ne sic in 
humanitate et carne Christi haereret, sed sursum in divinitatem 
Christi mentem extolleret, humanitatem plus satis extenuans. Re- 
spondit Lutherus, sermones tales se ferre minime posse. Nullum enim 
Deum vel scire se, vel colere praeter eum, qui homo factus; praeter 
hune alium se habere nolle. Neque enim alium esse, qui praeter hunc 
salvare posse. Quare humanitatem eius sic extenuari et abiici sese non 
passurum.“ (Köhler, S. 27. W. Wusg., S. 132.)2) Und gang befonders 
bon der Offenbarung Gottes im Wort und bon feiner Wirkſamkeit 
durd die Gnadenmittel will der Schwarmgeiſt nidts wiſſen. Das 
fteht aber im allerengften Zufammenhang mit der Hauptlehre der chrift- 
liden Rirde, der Lehre von der Rechtfertigung. „Will der Chrift fiir 
fich felbjt bei der rechten Lehre von der Redhtfertigung bleiben, fo muß 
er gegen die Lehre und Praxis nicht nur der Schwärmer, fondern auch 
feines eigenen natiirliden Herzens fic) immer wieder daran gewöhnen, 
fi mit feinem Glauben auf die objektiven Gnadenmittel gu 
gtiinden. Gefdieht dies nicht, fo gründet er feinen Gnadenjtand auf 
fein fubjeftives Befinden, das heift, auf eigene Wiirdigkeit und eigene 
Werke. Walther ...: ,Das Charakteriſtiſche unferer teuren evangelifd- 
lutheriſchen Kirche ijt ihre Objettivitat, das heißt, dak alle ihre Lehren 
darauf hinausgehen, den Menſchen davon abgubringen, fein Geil in ſich 





2) “Luther’s idea is that it is only the God of revelation who appears 


as the God of grace.... Just as soon as we permit any separation to take 
place between God and the man Christ, the central factor in the revelation 
of God is destroyed. ... To separate the deity of Christ from His humanity 


would mean to use speculative analysis and would completely disrupt the 
inner and immediate unity of faith.” (8. Elert, Lutheran Church Quarterly, 
October, 1929, 6. 420.) 
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felbjt gu ſuchen, namlid in feinem Können, Wollen, Tun und Be— 
fdaffenfein, und den Menſchen dabin gu bringen, dak er das Geil 
außer fic fudt, mabrend das Charafterijtifum aller andern Rirden 
die Subjeftivitat ijt, indem alle darauf ausgehen, den Menfden angu- 
leiten, fein Heil auf fic felbjt gu bauen..” (2. u. W., 36, 119.) Zwingli 
braudjte fein Abendmahl, fein Gnadenmittel, um feines Heil3 gewiß 
gu twerden; der borgeblich bon Gott unmittelbar in ihm gewirkte Glaube 
war ihm die Gewähr feiner ewigen Crivablung, ,tweshalb er fiir 
Luthers Redhtfertigungslebhre fein eigentlides Ynterefje hatte”. (Tſchak⸗ 
fert, Entjtehung ufw., 243f.) Darum klagt Melandihon, daß die 
Schweizer nicht nur nidts Rechtes lehren bom Brauch des Saframents, 
fondern auch nichts verftehen vom redjtfertigenden Glauben. (17, 
2002.) Mit einmal die unity in essentials war gu Marburg vor- 
handen! Darum gab Luther die Schlugerflarung ab: ,. . . fo reimt 
ſich unſer Geift und Curer Geijt nichts gufammen. Denn das fann 
nicht einerlet Geift fein, da man an einem Ort die Wort’ Chrifti ein- 
feltigflich glaubt und am anbdern denſelbigen Glauben tadelt, twider- 
fichtet, liigftrafet und mit allerlei freveln Lajtertworten antaftet. Darum, 
twie id) [gu]bor gefagt bab, befeblen mir Euch dem Urteil Gottes. 
Lehret, wie Ihr's bor Gott walt verantwurten.” (CS. 38.) 


Luther mute fo handeln. Gelbjt reformierte Theologen gejtehen 
das gu. Heppe: ,Die Differeng war freilich feine millfiirliche oder 
gufallige, fondern fie reidte mit ihren Wurzeln bis in den tiefften 
Lebensgrund des Lutherifden und reformierten Glaubensbewußtſeins; 
Denn ſchon in der pofitiven, die ganze Lehrentwidlung bedingenden 
Anſchauung von dem Wefen des Glaubens gingen die beiden Reforma- 
toren in der beftimmtejten Weife auseinander.” (Union i. d. Wabrh., 
101.) McGiffert (Union Seminary): “The belief in the real presence 
supplied too potent a guarantee of the Gospel of God’s forgiving love 
in Christ to be willingly abandoned by Luther, and his conviction 
that it was explicitly taught in the New Testament gave him warrant 
for insisting upon it as a necessary article of faith.” Fiſher (History 
of Christian Doctrine, 289f.): “Luther’s hostility to the Sacra- 
mentarians was rooted in the feeling that they were assailants of the 
objective reality of the means of grace. They were introducing 
a species of subjectivism in the apprehension of the Christian religion. 
He resisted everything that seemed to him to threaten the objective 
nature, whether of the Word or of the Sacraments.... It is not to 
Luther’s discredit that he had no relish for the ambiguities of com- 
promise; and Zwingli was not the man to veil his opinions” (darüber 
fpater mehr) “or to keep silence under assaults upon what he con- 
sidered the truth.” Maden (Christianity and Inberalism, 50): “The 
calamity [of Marburg] was due to the fact that Luther (as we believe) 
was wrong about the Lord’s Supper; and it would have been a far 
greater calamity if, being wrong about the Supper, he had represented 
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the whole question as a trifling affair... . Such indifferentism would 
have been far more deadly than all the divisions between the branches 
of the Church.” Stobinfon (The Christian Experience of the Holy 
Spirit, 184.198): “At first sight it may seem to the Protestant 
a tragedy of history that their agreement on fourteen out of the 
fifteen articles of the Christian faith should have been nullified by 
their inability to agree on the fifteenth. Yet, disastrous as was the 
resultant division of Lutheran and Reformed Protestantism, it did 
represent genuine and cardinal differences of conviction, which had to 
work themselves out in the subsequent history of the two churches.... 
As a contemporary theologian of Germany has said: ‘The vital point 
in our knowledge of the Gospel lies in our answer to the question, 
How is the Holy Spirit given? (Professor Hirsch. His words are: 
„Als das Kernſtück evangeliſcher Crfenntnis muß doch wohl die Be- 
antwortung der Frage gelten: Quomodo detur Spiritus Sanctus ?‘)” 
Der Congregationalist, 1929: “Luther stressed the objectivity of the 
presence. To Zwingli, with a strong humanistic interest upon him, 
religion was a matter of the Spirit.” 

Wir danfen Gott, dak Luther gu Marburg feftitand. Gott hat 
ibn ftarf gemacht. „Ich habe dich wider dieſes Volk gur fejten, ehernen 
Mauer gemacht; ob fie wider dich ftreiten, follen fie dir doch nichts an- 
haben; denn ich bin bet dir, daß ich dir helfe und dich errette, fpricht 
der HErr”, Fer. 15,20. Und durch Luthers Treue und Standhaftig- 
feit hat Gott die Kirde vor unfaglichem Unheil bewahrt und ifr großes 
Geil guteil werden laſſen. (Fortſetzung folet.) TH. Engelder. 
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The Presbyterian of January 30, 1930, published an article by 
Dr. S. G. Craig, at that time its editor (“Diversity of Opinion within q 
the Organized Church Relative to the Plan of Salvation”), which is a 
to a great extent informatory and to some extent misinformatory. 
The first section of the article treats of the Pelagian and the Chris- 
tian teaching on the plan of salvation. “Pelagius, who was the first 
to teach a formal doctrine of self-salvation in the Church and who 
may be regarded as the father of all who have taught this doctrine 
within the Christian Church, held that God sent Christ to make 
expiation for past sins and to set us a good example, also that He 
gave the Law and the Gospel to lighten the path of righteousness 
and to persuade men to walk in that path. Pelagius, however, was 
explicit not only in asserting the entire natural ability of men to 
keep the commandments of God, but in denying ‘grace’ in the sense 
of inward help from God and in maintaining that all the power 
exerted in the saving process is that which inheres in men as men.... 
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We are not unmindful of the fact that there is rampant in the 
Church to-day in practically all its branches a Pelagianism that out- 
Pelagianizes Pelagius in the completeness with which it maintains 
that man is his own savior. Of expiation, of a need of atonement, 
Modernism will hear nothing and is often positively scornful of the 
whole notion. Everywhere we find cited with approval these some- 
what stirring, but certainly unchristian verses by W. E. Henley ending 
with the familiar words: ‘It matters not how strait the gate, how 
charged with punishment the scroll, I am the master of my fate; 
I am the captain of my soul.’... The triumph of Modernism would 
therefore mean the overthrow of Christianity. Hence we make bold 
to say that if the existing church organizations are to continue to 
function as agents for the propagation of the Gospel of the grace of 
God, they must extrude this modern Pelagianism with no less firm- 
ness and thoroughness than did the early Church the Pelagianism of 
Pelagius.” This section also deals with Semi-Pelagianism, which ac- 
counts for the use of the word “grace” in the portion quoted. And 
it deals too gently with this form of Pelagianism. It says: “But 
while Semi-Pelagianism and Arminianism ascribes a larger function 
to man in the plan of salvation than do Augustinianism and 
Calvinism, yet they hold that any power that men exert in saving 
themselves is secondary and subsidiary, itself the result of a previous 
activity on the part of God, and so confess that in the last analysis 
it is God, and God alone, who saves the soul.” According to Semi- 
Pelagianism (Catholic theology) and Arminianism and synergism it 
is not God alone who saves the soul. The situation cannot be ade- 
quately set forth unless the matter be treated also under the heading: 
Pelagianism-Arminianism-Synergism vs. Monergism. 

The next section bears the heading: “Questions which Divide 
Christians” and goes on to say: “But while those who have the his- 
toric right to call themselves Christians unite in affirming that salva- 
tion in the last analysis is from God, there are deep and far-reaching 
differences in the testimony they bear as to the method God employs 
in making individuals the recipients of salvation. The most signifi- 
cant of these differences have to do 1) with the question whether 
God in applying the benefits of salvation deals with men directly or 
indirectly, and 2) with the question whether all that God does for 
any man, having to do with his salvation, He does for every man. 
Nearly all the great divisions in Christendom find their explanation, 
in large part at least, in the different answers that Christians give 
to these questions.” “The first of these questions has to do with the 
question whether God in applying the benefits of Christ’s saving work 
to the individual deals with him directly or indirectly. According as 
we accept one or the other of these alternatives, we are Sacerdotalists 
or Evangelicals. The larger portion of the Church — Greek Catholics, 
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Roman Catholics, and Anglo-Catholics — holds to the sacerdotal con- 
ception of the plan of salvation, i.e., they hold that God in applying 
the benefits of Christ’s saving work operates upon the individual, not 
directly, but indirectly, through instrumentalities which he has 
established for communicating His saving grace to men. And as these 
instrumentalities, more specifically the Church and its Sacraments, 
are administered by men, this means that a human factor is placed 
between the soul and God. According to this understanding it is 
to the Church that men must immediately look for salvation. The 
evangelical portion of the Church, a portion which includes the whole 
Protestant Church, — Lutherans, Calvinists, and Arminians, — main- 
tains, on the contrary, that God in applying the benefits of Christ’s 
saving work deals directly with the individual soul. And so that 
soul is immediately dependent on God Himself for its salvation.” 
This classification, Sacerdotalists and Evangelicals, serves a good pur- 
pose. It brings out the iniquity of the Catholic system, which places 
human intermediaries between the soul and God and invests men and 
man-made institutions with the quality of saviorship. It is a most 
important issue, Does God save or does the Church, the priest, save? 
However, the question whether God in applying the benefits of salva- 
tion deals with men directly or indirectly is not fully covered by 
giving the conflicting views of Sacerdotalist and Evangelical. 
Another, a most important, a fundamental, difference must be taken 
into account. A wide gulf separates the churches in the doctrine of 
the means of grace. One division — from Quakers up to the Reformed 
bodies — holds that God deals directly, immediately, with the soul, 
while the Lutheran Church teaches that God deals with us only 
through the Gospel and the Sacraments. The Enthusiasts (Schwaer- 
mer) bid the sinner wait for an immediate revelation or testimony of 
the Spirit. The Lutherans direct him to the promise of the forgive- 
ness of sins given in the means of grace. And in this sense the 
Lutherans do indeed “hold that God in applying the benefits of 
Christ’s saving work operates upon the individual not directly, but 
through instrumentalities which He has established for communicat- 
ing saving grace to men.” The article does indeed mention the Lu- 
theran position in one brief sentence, quoted below. But the matter 
is of such vital importance that it should have been fully treated in 
an article of this nature. 


The article finally discusses the contradictory doctrines of 
Arminians, Lutherans, and Calvinists. “The second of the more 
significant of the differences that exist as to the plan of salvation has 
to do with the question whether all that God does to save men he does 
for all men alike. The answer that Evangelicals give to this question 
determines whether they are Lutherans, Arminians, or Calvinists.” 
Dr. Craig is, of course, well qualified to speak for the Calvinists. 
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“Calvinists hold that God does more for the salvation of some than 
He does for the salvation of others, and that it is this something 
more that results in the fact that they are actually saved while others 
are not.... Calvinists have somewhat different ways of conceiving 
the matter. Some Calvinists hold that in all that He does looking 
to the salvation of men God has in mind only those who are actually 
saved. Other Calvinists hold that God in some of His saving ac- 
tivities has all men in mind, while holding that in other of His 
saving activities He has in mind only those who are actually saved. 
For instance, some Calvinists hold to what is known as a limited 
atonement, according to which Christ died only for the sins of the 
elect, while other Calvinists hold that Christ died for all men, but 
that the Holy Spirit operates effectually and so savingly only in the 
elect.... To believe in the efficacy of saving grace, unless we believe 
that all men are actually saved, is to confess that God does some 
things for some men looking toward their salvation that He does 
not do for others and hence that there is an election according 
to grace.” 

Over against this, what is, according to Dr. Craig, the teaching 
of the Arminians and of the Lutherans? “The Lutherans and the 
Arminians hold that what God does for the salvation of any man 
He does for all men and hence that the question whether any in- 
dividual is saved hinges on what the individual himself does. In 
other words, the Arminians and the Lutherans hold that what God 
has done is to make possible the salvation of all, but not to make cer- 
tain the salvation of any.... Arminians and Lutherans have their 
own way of conceiving the matter. Arminians hold that in virtue of 
the work of Christ sufficient grace has been bestowed upon all men 
to enable them to do what is needful to be done and that the use 
they make of this gracious ability determines whether they will be 
saved. The Lutherans stress the means of grace, that is to say, the 
Word and the Sacraments, to such an extent as to practically confine 
God’s activities in applying salvation to these means of grace. They 
hold that, while the sinner is dead in sin and so can make no 
positive contribution to his salvation, yet he is able to resist, and 
successfully to resist, the grace of God and hence that the question 
whether or not the individual is saved turns on the question whether 
he persistently resists the means of grace. We do not stay to deal 
with the difficulty which confronts the Lutheran in his effort to recon- 
cile his representation that God in His saving activities has all men 
in mind with the fact that the means of grace, to which he confines 
God’s saving activities, has gone to but a small portion of man- 
kind; —a difficulty that many modern Lutherans get over by posit- 
ing the so-called doctrine of a ‘second probation’; — but at any rate 
it seems clear that both Arminians and Lutherans, though they 
maintain that apart from the grace of God no one would be saved, 
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yet hold that all that God has done is to make possible the salvation 
of all men, that He has done nothing which insures the salvation 
of any.” 

There is something wrong here. In the first place, most of this 
may be good Arminian doctrine, but it is not good Lutheran doctrine. 
The Lutheran Church does not teach that “God has done nothing 
which insures the salvation of any man.” It teaches as emphatically 
as the Arminians that Christ redeemed all men and that God would 
have all men to be saved, and it teaches as emphatically as the 
Calvinists “the efficacy of saving grace.” It refuses to be classed 
with the Arminians, as the article persistently classes it. It teaches 
monergism. The salvation of any man is altogether the work of 
divine grace, in no wise the work of any man. We believe in the sola 
gratia and at the same time in the gratia universalis and the gratia 
efficax. 

In the second place, the idea that because of “the difficulties” 
involved a doctrine must be abandoned or modified is foreign to the 
Lutheran mind. It is difficult to believe in the efficacy of universal 
grace, seeing “that all men are not actually saved.” This difficulty 
has induced the Calvinistic mind to change universal grace into par- 
ticular grace. The Lutheran Church leaves God to deal with the 
difficulty, maintaining over against Calvinism the gratia universalis 
et efficaz and over against Arminianism the sola gratia. And when 
Dr. Craig confronts us with the difficulty arising from the fact that 
“the means of grace has gone to but a small portion of mankind,” he 
makes no impression on us. How to reconcile this fact with universal 
grace and with the truth that God’s grace comes to man only in the 
means of grace is God’s business. Modern Lutherans have tried to 
solve the difficulty in the way mentioned. And we thank Dr. Craig 
for employing the modifier “modern.” Confessional Lutherans let 
the difficulty stand. 

In the third place, when he states that “the Lutherans and the 
Arminians hold that the question whether any individual is saved 
hinges on what the individual himself does,” he is confusing Lu- 
theranism and synergism. We will not blame Dr. Craig overmuch 
for this. Synergists are wont to masquerade as Lutherans, and so 
the stranger is easily deceived. But we could wish that Dr. Craig had 
looked into the matter more closely and here also used the modifier 
“modern.” The majority of modern Lutherans do hold that an in- 
dividual’s salvation hinges on what he himself does. But Formula- 
of-Concord Lutherans, Small-Catechism Lutherans, do not so hold. 
Because of this confusion, Dr. Craig naturally finds it extremely 
difficult to differentiate between “Lutherans” and Arminians. 
A Formula-of-Concord Lutheran teaches the sola gratia; the Ar- 
minian teaches cooperation. There you have a most pronounced dif- 
ference. But how will a man differentiate between synergist and 
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Arminian? Both teach a certain amount of cooperation. Now look 
at Dr. Craig’s attempt to differentiate! ‘“Arminians hold that the use 
men make of this gracious ability determines whether they will be 
saved. The Lutherans hold that the question whether or not the 
individual is saved turns on the question whether he persistently 
resists the means of grace.” In both cases it hinges on what the 
individual himself does—a distinction without a difference. You 
can hardly tell a synergist from an Arminian. But if you ask 
a Formula-of-Concord Lutheran what brought about his salvation, 
he will answer at once, Sola gratia. If you ask him why some are 
lost, he will say, Because they persistently resisted the means of 
grace. But he will not say: I am saved because I made the right 
use of this gracious ability bestowed upon all men, because I refrained 
from persistent resistance. No, sola gratia. 

One more paragraph from the article to show that Dr. Craig is 
familiar with the Calvinistic and the Arminian and the synergistic 
systems, but not with the Formula of Concord. “The difference be- 
tween the Arminian, the Lutheran, and the Calvinist as to the plan 
of salvation may be summarily expressed thus: Arminian, Lu- 
theran, and Calvinist alike regard A and B as lost sinners. More- 
over, they alike affirm that apart from the saving activity of God 
A and B will both remain lost sinners. But A is saved, while B 
remains a lost sinner. Why is A saved, but not B? The Arminian 
says that God graciously bestowed sufficient grace on both to enable 
them to believe and obey the Gospel, that A made use of this suf- 
ficient grace, but B did not. The Lutheran says that both A and B 
were alike the objects of divine grace, but B persistently resisted this 
divine grace, while A did not. The Calvinist says that A was the 
object of efficient grace, while B was not, in the words of the Shorter 
Catechism, that A was made a partaker of the redemption purchased 
by Christ by the effectual application of it to him by the Holy Spirit, 
while B was not.” That is a fair presentation of the Calvinistic plan 
of salvation and of the Arminian-synergistic plan of salvation. But 
it does not at all present the Lutheran doctrine. Why is B lost? 
Because he persistently resisted the divine grace. That is correct. 
Formula of Concord: “For few receive the Word and follow it; the 
greatest number despise the Word and will not come to the wedding, 
Matt. 22,3 ff. The cause for this contempt for the Word is not God’s 
foreknowledge (or predestination), but the perverse will of man, 
which rejects or perverts the means and instrument of the Holy 
Ghost which God offers him through the call and resists the Holy 
Ghost, who wishes to be efficacious and works through the Word, 
as Christ says: How often would I have gathered you together, and 
ye would not! Matt. 23,37.” (Art. XI, § 41.) Why is A saved? 
Because he did not persistently resist, because he suppressed this 
wicked resistance? Since conversion consists in this very thing, that 
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“God changes stubborn and unwilling into willing men through the 
drawing of the Holy Ghost” (Form. of Conc. II, § 88), that would 
be equivalent to saying that A is converted because he is converted. 
You cannot expect to find such a statement in the Formula of Con- 
cord. No; the sole cause of A’s conversion is God’s grace, working 
eficaciously through the means of grace. “Man is and remains an 
enemy of God until he is converted, becomes a believer, is regenerated 
and renewed by the power of the Holy Ghost through the Word when 
preached and heard, out of pure grace, without any cooperation of his 
own.” (II, § 5; XI, § 23.) When men declare that B is not saved 
because of his pertinacious resistance and A is saved because of the 
absence of this resistance, they mean, as Dr. Craig points out, that 
salvation “hinges on what the individual himself does.” But the 
Lutheran Formula of Concord will have nothing of this. Man is not 
able “to aid, do, work, or concur in working anything towards his 
conversion, either wholly or half or in any, even the least or most 
inconsiderable, part.” (II, § 7.) The Formula of Concord warns A 
against ascribing his conversion to anything in his condition or con- 
duct alleged to be better than B’s condition or conduct in order that, 
when A is placed alongside of B and compared with him (and found 
to be most similar to him), he “may learn the more diligently to 
recognize and praise God’s pure (immense), unmerited grace in the 
vessels of mercy.” (XI, 60.) It is inconceivable how men can 
identify Lutheranism with synergism and consequently class it with 
Arminianism, seeing that the Formula of Concord “exposes, censures, 
and rejects, fourthly, the doctrine of the synergists, who pretend that 
man... can to a certain extent do something towards it, help and 
cooperate thereto, can qualify himself for, and apply himself to, 
grace.” (II, § 77; Trigl., p. 911.) 

Of course, Dr. Craig, informed on the Lutheran doctrine, will at 
once ask: Why, then, since God’s grace is meant for B as well as 
for A and since A is in the same state, corruption, and guilt as B, 
is not B saved as well as A or A lost as well as B? My system and 
the Arminian-synergistic system give a most satisfactory answer. 
Your system leaves everything in a muddle. — The Formula of Con- 
cord says: Even so. “As regards those things in this disputation 
[as when we see that one is hardened, blinded, given over to a rep- 
robate mind while another, who is indeed in the same guilt, is con- 
verted again, etc.] which would soar too high and beyond these 
limits, we should with Paul place the finger upon our lips and 
remember and say, Rom. 9,20: O man, who art thou that repliest 
against God?” (XI, § 57.63.) Since the judgments of God are un- 
searchable and His ways past finding out, Rom. 11,33, any system 
which finds no difficulties in these matters is unbiblical. 

22 Tu. ENGELDER. 












838 Unfere Lehre auf dem Lutherifden Weltfonvent in Kopenbagen 1929. 


Unſere Lehre anf dem Lutherijden Weltfonvent 
in Ropenhagen 1929. 


Wir beridteten in der Margnummer unjers Concorpia Tue0- 
LoGicaL MonrTHLY, Dak Prof. Grau-Rinigsberg bor der Wuguftfonfereng 
1885 im Sntereffe der hiftorifden Wahrheit ein Fiirfpreder der „Miſ⸗ 
fourier” wurde. Prof. Grau fagte namlicd in einem Vortrage: ,,Die 
Miffourier find feine Calvinijten. Sie lehren feine doppelte Pradefti- 
nation. Gie behaupten, dak der natürliche Menſch die Freiheit habe, 
fide gegen Gottes Gnade gu wenden, und dafiir die Schuld trage, wah- 
rend auf der andern Seite die Befehrung ganglid ein Werk der gottliden 
Gnade und der Glaube etwas rein bon Gott Gewirktes fei. Um die In— 
fonjequeng, die hier borliege, fiimmern fie fich nidt. Den Schluß: Weil 
Gott in den Gottlofen den Glauben nicht wirkt, fo will er, da der Glaube 
eine rein göttliche Wirkung ift, nidt der Gottloſen Seligfeit’ gieht man 
fiir fie. Wber fie maden folde Folgerungen nicht.” Auf dem Luthe- 
tijden Weltfonvent, der voriges Jahr in Kopenhagen verfammelt war, 
ijt Das, twas die Miffourifynode von der Heiligen Sdhrift und bon der Be⸗ 
fehrung lehrt, borgetragen worden, und gwar in rebus und gum Teil aud 
in phrasibus, twenn aud der Name ,, Miffouri” nicht erwähnt wurde. Es 
geſchah dies in einem BVortrage, der bom Prafes der Allgemeinen Synode 
bon Obio, D. C. C. Hein, bor dem Konvent in Kopenhagen gebhalten 
wurde. Wir teilen den Vortrag hier mit, mie er in der ,,Lutherifden 
Kirchenzeitung“ bom 29. Suni 1929 veröffentlicht worden ijt. Möchte 
diefer Vortrag in der amerikaniſch⸗lutheriſchen Kirche und bei den Luthe- 
ranern der gangen Welt bolle Beachtung finden! Der Vortrag lautet: 

„Iſt das Chrijtentum ein Produft der natiirliden Evolution? Hat 
es fid) langfam und allmablid) bon Stufe gu Stufe aus den der Menfd- 
heit innetwohnenden religiöſen Gefiihlen und Gedanfen enttwidelt? Hat 
der Menfdengeijt es hervorgebradt, und gwar als da8 bid jest Allerbeſte 
auf dem Gebiet der Religion, das aber feinen Abſchluß noch nicht ge- 
funden, feinen Höhepunkt noch nicht erreidt hat, fondern vielleicht nod 
einmal einem Vollfommeneren Blak machen wird? 

„Das Chriftentum felbjt leugnet die3 aufs allerentſchiedenſte. Der- 
jenige, welder die Botſchaft, auf die fich der Chriftenglaube griindet, in 
die tote Menſchenwelt hineingetragen hat, ſpricht: ‚Was ich rede, das 
rede ich alfo, wie mir der Vater gegeben hat‘, Joh. 12,50. Der Jünger, 
der an feiner Bruſt gelegen hat, begeugt: ,Der eingeborne Gobhn, der in 
des Vaters Schoß ijt, der hat eS uns verfiindigt’, Joh. 1,18. Cin anderer 
feiner Upoftel ſpricht: Nachdem borgeiten Gott mandmal und manderlei 
Weiſe geredet hat gu den Vatern durch die Propheten, hat er am letzten 
in diefen Tagen gu uns geredet durch den Sohn, welder . . . ift der 
Glang feiner Herrlichkeit und das Chenbild feines Wefens‘, Hebr. 1, 
1—3. Der größte Theologe aller Zeiten, St. Paulus, begeichnet den 
Snbalt des Chriftenglaubens geradegzu als ,eine Torheit denen, die ver- 
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foren werden‘, 1 Ror. 1, 18.23. Und wenn er weiter begeugt: ,Wo find 
die Riugen? Wo find die Weltweiſen? Die Welt hat durch ihre Weis- 
heit Gott in feiner Weisheit nidt erfannt‘, 1 Ror. 1, 20.21; 2,14, fo 
ftraft ex damit diejenigen Liigen, die Dem Menſchengeiſt das Chriftentum 
al3 feine höchſte Errungenfdaft auf religidfem Gebiet zuſchreiben und 
gar nod) höhere Errungenfdajft fiir möglich halten. Nicht von diefer 
Welt ijt der Chrijtenglaube. Als Offenbarung de3 höchſten Gottes ift 
er in die Welt gefommen. ,Das fein Auge gefehen hat und fein Obr 
gebiret Hat und in feines Menjden Herz fommen ijt‘, 1 Ror. 2,9, das 
hat Gott in Chriſto JEſu, dem fleifdgetwordenen Wort, geoffenbart. 
Night menſchlichen, ſondern göttlichen Urfprungs ift das Chriftentum. 
Nicht auf dem Wege der natiirliden Cvolution, fondern durch iiber- 
natiirlide Offenbarung ijt es getworden. 

„Auch das Luthertum ijt nicht ein Produkt des Menfdengeijtes, das 
et etwa auf Grund der in der Gottesoffenbarung niedergelegten Ge- 
danfen auf dem Wege der Evolution hatte zuſtande gebradt. Nidt aus 
fich felbjt, auch nicht durch die Arbeit des Menſchengeiſtes ijt langſam 
und allmablich da geworden, twas innerhalb der Chriftenheit als Luther- 
tum begeichnet wird. Voll und gang war es vielmehr bon Anfang an in 
der in Chrifto und durd) Chriftum gewordenen Offenbarung gegeben. 
Wie diefe Offenbarung in der Heiligen Schrift niedergelegt ijt, fo alles, 
was das Luthertum bvertritt. Was lutherifd ift, iſt bibliſch. Bibliſch 
und lutheriſch find identifde Begriffe. Das Luthertum fpricht nits 


anderes aus als die in Chrijto geoffenbarten und in der Heiligen Schrift 
niedergelegten etwigen und feinem Wechſel der Zeiten untertworfenen Ge- 
danfen Gottes. Won diefem Standpunft aus gilt e3, an das uns vor⸗ 
liegende Thema hinangutreten: 


„Was hat das Luthertum in feiner Cigenart der Chriftenheit 
auf Erden gu geben? 


„Was ijt des Quthertums Cigenart? Cin Blic auf die Chriftenheit 
augerhalb der lutheriſchen Rirde zeigt un3 das: die Cigenart, mit der 
Gott die Kirche Luthers gegiert, die fie gewißlich nicht irgendwelchem 
menfdliden Verdienſt, fondern eingig und allein der gittlidjen Gnade 
gu berdanfen hat. Ym Gegenfak gur Kirche toms, im Gegenjab gur 
Kirdhe Zwinglis und Calving, im Gegenſatz gu den Seften und Schwär—⸗ 
mern aller Zeiten fteht die treulutherifde Kirche inmitten der Chriftenheit 
als die eingige da, der die Geilige Schrift, die ganze Schrift und nichts 
als die Schrift bas Formalpringip ijt. Was das Luthertum als göttliche 
Wahrheit glaubt und befennt, berubt nicht etwa zum Teil auf der von 
einem unfehlbaren Papſte interpretierten Schrift und gum Teil auf einer 
bon einem ebenfoldjen Papfte gum unfeblbaren Gotteswort erhobenen 
menſchlichen Tradition. Es berubt nicht auf Lehrſätzen, die man vor⸗ 
geblich aus der Schrift genommen, aber dod guerft von der menſchlichen 
Vernunft fiir verftandesgemak und darum fiir beredtigt hat erflaren 
laffen. Es berubt nicht auf befonderen außerhalb der Schrift gewordenen 
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Offenbarungen. Gs beruht nidt auf drijtlider Crfahrung, theologi- 
fem Empfiuden, kirchlichem Bewußtſein, wiſſenſchaftlicher Spefulation 
u. dgl. m. Gandboden ijt das alle3, und tebe dem, der die Hoffnung 
feine3 Heils darauf baut! Wenn ein Plabregen fallt und die Gewaffer 
fommen und die Winde wehen und ftoken an das Haus, dann fallt 3 
und tut einen grogen Fall. Der Glaube des Luthertums ift fefter ge- 
griindet. Cr fteht auf dem Felfengrunde der Heiligen Schrift. Aus 
der Schrift als dem reinen, lauteren Brunnen Bsraels hat das Luther- 
tum ihn geſchöpft. Die Schrift ijt ibm die eingige Quelle de3 Glaubens. 
Es fallt der lutheriſchen Kirche nicht ein, Glauben gu fordern fiir etwas, 
was fie nicht mit einem ‚Es fteht gefdrieben‘ und ,So ſpricht der HErr‘ 
belegen fann. Weder Papft noch Kongilien finnen Glaubenslehren 
fegen. Die Schrift allein foll fie ftellen und fonft niemand, aud 
fein Engel. 

„Wo aber die Schrift redet, da fordert das Luthertum bolle, ganze, 
unbedingte und ungeteilte Annahme. Es proteftiert gegen alle Cin- 
wände der Vernunft. C3 leugnet, dak des Menfden Vernunft das Redjt 
habe, fich gum Ridjter über die Schrift gu feben und gu beſtimmen, was 
in der Schrift widtig und was uniwidtig fei, was man glauben und twas 
man nidt glauben folle. Die Schrift jtebt iiber der Vernunft. Die Ver- 
nunft muß fid) beugen unter den Gehorfam Chrijti, und tweder fie nod 
die Wiſſenſchaft nod die jogenannte drijtlice Crfahrung nod das fird- 
lice Bewußtſein darf je das Forum fein, bor dem, twas die Sehrift lehrt, 
guerjt in begug auf Wahrheit und Glaubiwiirdigfeit gepriift und beurteilt 
twerden miiffe. Glauben fiir die ganze Sdrift fordert das Luthertum. 

„Und wie eingige Quelle de3 Glaubens, fo ijt auch dem Luther- 
tum die Heilige Schrift allein ,die mahrhaftige Richtſchnur, nad der alle 
Lehrer und Lehre gu ridten und gu beurteilen find’. Falſche Propheten 
find gu allen Zeiten in Scharen ausgegangen in die Welt, und ihrer 
ungablige find heute mitten in der Kirche. Das Luthertum beurteilt 
dieſe Geijter und ihre Ridtungen nidt bom Standpunft kirchen⸗ 
regimentlicjer oder kirchenpolitiſcher Intereſſen, auch nicht bom Stand- 
puntt der Opportunitat. An Lehrer und Lehren legt es den Maßſtab 
Der Schrift. Was mit der Schrift ftimmt, ijt ifm Wahrheit, das glaubt 
und befennt und berteidigt e3. Was aber der Schrift gutwider ift, dad ift 
ibm Irrtum. C8 fallt ihm nit ein, zwiſchen Wahrheit und Irrtum 
bermitteln, Kompromiſſe eingehen und eine Lage ſchaffen gu twollen, da 
beide nebeneinander bejftehen und gar Gleichberedjtigung und Hausrecht 
haben follen. Nicht Rechthaberei, nicht fleiſchlicher Eifer, fondern det 
Gifer um die Wahrheit und die Liebe gu den Seelen treibt e3 dagu. Wer 
e de liebloſen Ridtens und Verdammens anflagt, fennt es nicht. Sein 
Geijt ijt ber Geift Luthers, und wo eS fich um Wahrheit oder Frrtum 
handelt, befennt e3 mit feinem größten Beugen: ,Gier ſtehe ich, ich fann 
nicht anders. Gott helfe mir!‘ Das Quthertum ijt der gefdworne Feind 
alles Schriftwidrigen. Es berwirft, mas mider die Sdhrift ijt. Die 
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Schrift entideidet alles. Wie eingige Quelle des Glaubens und Lebens, 
fo ift fie igm in allen Dingen aud die eingige Richtſchnur und höchſte 
YAutoritat. 

„Warum dieſe Stellung zur Schrift? Weil dem Luthertum die 
Heilige Schrift in ihrem gangen Umfang tie aud) in allen ihren Teilen 
bas bom Heiligen Geift infpirierte und darum lautere und untriigliche 
Gotteswort ijt. Schrift und Gotteswort find ihm identiſch. Der Heilige 
Geift ijt ihm der Urheber der Schrift. Die Propheten, Cvangeliften und 
Upoftel find ihm die Werkzeuge, deren der Heilige Geiſt fich bet der Wh- 
faſſung der Schrift bediente. Nach Inhalt und Form hat der Heilige 
Geijt den Heiligen Schreibern eingegeben, twas fie gefdjrieben haben. 
Und ijt ihm aud der Modus der Yufpiration ein bon der Sehrift nicht 
geoffenbartes und darum fiir die Vernunft und die theologiſche Wiſſen⸗ 
fdhaft unlösbares Geheimnis, fo glaubt e3 dod) das in der Sehrift be- 
geugte Wunder der Ynfpiration, und alles, was die Schrift fagt, ſowohl 
in Sachen des Heil mie in fogenannten Nebenfachen, ijt ihm untriiglides 
Gotteswort. Das war Luthers Stellung, das die Stellung der Vater, 
Die die Iutherifden Bekenntniſſe verfaßt haben. Dak in lebteren der 
Schrift felber fein befonderer Artifel gewidmet ijt, erflart fich daraus, 
daß die Lehre bon der Ynjpiration und der JrrtumBlofigfeit der Schrift 
nidjt gu den dDamaligen Streitfragen gehirte. Die Befenntniffe feben 
beides, die Inſpiration der Schrift und ihre Irrtumsloſigkeit, als felbjt- 
verftandlid) boraus. Weil e3 notwendig getvorden ijt, gegeniiber den 
mancherlei Ungriffen auf die Schrift in unferer Beit ein Mares und un- 
mipverftandliches Befenntnis abgulegen, hat die Synode von Nowa und 
andern Staaten 1928 das folgende Bekenntnis abgegeben, und ich darf 
wobl fagen, daß e8 die Stellung der lutherifden Kirche Amerikas mit nur 
wenigen Wusnahmen darafterifiert: ,Die Schrift ijt im vollen und 
eigentliden Sinn de3 Wortes Gottes Wort nah Ynhalt und Form. 
Sie ijt dies in allen ihren Teilen, und es läßt fich nicht zwiſchen infpirier- 
tem und nidjtinfpiriertem Inhalt, gwifden gottliden und menſchlichen 
Beſtandteilen, zwiſchen Gottes- und Menſchenwort unterfdeiden. Mit 
der Gewißheit der Göttlichkeit der Heiligen Schrift iſt auch die Gewißheit 
ihrer Irrtumsloſigkeit geſetzt. Mit dieſem Bekenntnis zur Irrtumsloſig⸗ 
keit der uns vorliegenden Bibel ſchließen wir nicht aus, daß ſich in der- 
ſelben Abſchreibefehler, Textverſchiedenheiten, Auslaſſungen oder kleine 
Zuſätze finden oder Stellen, die uns als Widerſprüche oder Unſtimmig⸗ 
feiten erjdjeinen, die aber da8 Glaubens- und Geilsinterefje nicht be- 
rühren.“ Go weit das Zeugnis. 


„Wenn man nicht mehr fefthalt an der Ynfpiration und Irrtums— 
lofigteit ber Schrift, fo fteht man nicht mehr auf dem Felfengrund, auf 
welchem ein Luther geftanden hat. Das Fundament de3 Glaubens ift 
dann unterwühlt. Da rubt der Glaube anftatt auf etwas objettiv Ge- 
wiffem, bem ewig wahren Gotteswort, auf etwas fubjettiv Ungewiffem, 
etwa der Erfahrung oder dem firdliden Bewußtſein, auf etwas, das dem 
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Wechſel unteriworfen ijt. Ya, ‚wenn dein Wort nidt mehr foll gelten, 
worauf foll der Glaube ruhn? Wenn das Luthertum je die Wahrheit 
bon der Ynfpiration und Irrtumsloſigkeit der Schrift aufgeben follte, fo 
hatte e3 Damit das Formalpringip der Reformation fahren laſſen; denn 
der Kern des Formalpringips ijt eben die Unfehlbarfeit der Schrift. Es 
ijt Dann nicht mehr Luthertum. Luthers ,Das Wort fie follen laſſen 
ſtahn‘ gehört nicht mehr auf feine Lippen; denn e3 hat fein Erbe preis- 
gegeben und feine bon Gott ihm verliehene Cigenart verloren. Daf wir 
lutheriſchen Chrifjten, mir Kinder der Reformation, un deffen doch recht 
bewußt werden möchten und gugleid) aud) der großen, heiligen Aufgabe, 
die Gott dem heutigen Luthertum gejtellt hat! Bn diefer Beit des Un— 
glauben$, des falfden Glaubens, de3 Synkretismus und Unionismus, 
der Seften und Schwärmer — möchte in diefer Beit das Luthertum tie 
ein Felſen inmitten der Chrijtenheit ftehen und durd fein Zeugnis ifr 
das erhalten, was es als Erbe der Reformation iiberfommen hat: die 
Heilige Schrift, die ganze Schrift und nichts als die Sdhrift, das untriig- 
lide Gotteswort als alleinige Quelle de3 Glauben3 und untriiglide 
Richtſchnur aller Lehrer und Lehren! 

„Ein Blick auf die Chrijtenheit aukerhalb der lutheriſchen Rirde 
offenbart noch eine giveite Cigenart de3 Luthertums. Im Gegenfag gur 
Kirche Roms, im Gegenſatz zur Kirche Zwinglis und Calving, im Gegen- 
fag gu den Seften und Schwarmern aller Zeiten fteht die treulutherijde 
Kirche inmitten der Chrijtenheit da als die eingige, welcher die Redht- 
fertigung durch den Glauben und darum das ‚„Allein aus Gnaden‘ das 
Materialpringip ijt. 

„Im Zentrum der Lehre Roms jteht feine fchriftwidrige Lehre von 
der Kirche oder genauer: fein Menfdenfiindlein bom unfehlbaren Papft, 
dem Stellvertreter Chrijti auf Erden, dem alleinigen Mittler zwiſchen 
Gott und den Menſchen. Wile ſeine Lehren dienen im lebten Grunde gur 
Vergottung des Papftes und gur Verherrlidung feiner Priefter. Ym 
Zentrum der Lehre Calvins fteht feine fdriftiwidrige Lehre bon der 
abjoluten Prabdejftination, die beides, der Menſchen Seligkeit und Ver- 
dammnis, aus dem Majeftatsmillen Gottes ableitet, eines Gottes, der 
die einen nach Willfiir zur Seligfeit erwählt und mit unwiderſtehlicher 
Gnade gum Biele fiihrt, die andern dagegen bon Ciwigfeit gur Verdamm- 
nis beftimmt hat — das eine gur Offenbarung der Herrlichkeit feiner 
Gnade, das andere gur Offenbarung der Herrlichfeit feiner Gerechtigkeit. 
Ym Zentrum der Lehre der Sekten, fotveit fie nod den Namen driftlid 
berdienen, fteht gewöhnlich eine einjeitig betonte Sdhriftausfage, deren 
Zuſammenhang mit der Lehre von der Rechtfertigung man nicht erfannt 
und deren relative Bedeutung man darum nidt erfaßt hat. Dem Luther- 
tum ift das Herz der Schrift und darum der Schlüſſel zur Schrift die 
Redtfertigung allein aus Gnaden, um Chrifti willen, durch den Glauben. 

„Was heißt das? Chriftus, wahrhaftiger Gott und wahrhaftiger 
Menſch, hat als der Menſchen Stellvertreter durch feine vollfommene Ge- 
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ſetzerfüllung und vollftandige Begablung der Siindenjtrafe an der Men⸗ 
ſchen Statt die Geredhtigfeit erworben, die vor Gott gilt, und alfo den 
heiligen Gott mit der unbeiligen Menfdentwelt verſöhnt. Auf Grund 
der bon Chrifto fiir alle erworbenen Geredhtigfeit fpridt der gnadige und 
barmbergige, der heilige und gerechte Gott die durch Chriftum erldfte 
NMenſchenwelt bon Siinden fret und erflart fie in CHhrijto fiir vollfommen 
heilig und gerecht. Dieſes richterliche Urteil Gottes gefdieht außerhalb 
de3 Menfdjen, im Hergen Gotte3s. Ym Cvangelium wird e3 den Sündern 
verfiindigt und zur Annahme angeboten, und durch diefelben Mittel, wo— 
durch Gott eS anbietet, wirkt er gugleid) den Glauben, das ijt, de3 Herz 
zens Zuverſicht, weldje die angebotene Vergebung ergreift, fo dak ein 
armer Giinder, den dad Gefeb der Holle zuſpricht, nun trog all feiner 
Giinden in Chriſti Geredhtigfeit bor Gott vollfommen heilig und geredt 
dajteht, ja ein Kind des Vaters im Himmel und ein Erbe des ewigen 
Lebens ijt. Allein aus Gnaden — ohne jegliches Verdienft feitens des 
Menſchen; allein um Chriſti, das ijt, um der von ihm an der Menfden 
Statt erworbenen Geredhtigfeit, willen, die vollfommen und vollgeniigend 
ijt und in feiner Weife der Vervollfommnung feiten3 des Menſchen bez 
darf; allein durch den Glauben, der nicht als ſittliche Tat, fondern allein 
alS Mittel der Aneignung de3 Gnadengeſchenkes Gottes in Betradht 
fommt — da8 ift’S, was das Luthertum auf fein Banner gefdrieben hat. 
Das Allein aus Gnaden‘ bezieht ſich auf alles, was der Menfdjen Heil 
betrifft: die Erwerbung und Darbietung fotvie die Annahme, Schenkung 
und Vollendung de3 Geils. Wie e3 dem Luthertum auf der einen Seite 
gewiß ijt, Dak Unglaube, Nicdtbefehrung und endlide Verdammung in 
jedem Ginn eingig und allein des Menſchen Schuld, fo auf der andern, 
daß Vefehrung, Glaube und CSeligfeit in jedem Ginn Gnadenwerk und 
Gnadengabe Gottes ijt. Hier ftehen wir bor einem Geheimnis. ,Der 
Celige’, fagt H. ©. F. Guericde in feiner ,Symbolif (3. Wufl., S. 425), 
wird felig allein durch Gottes Gnade in Chrijto, ohne alles eigene Ver- 
dienſt, der Unjelige unfelig durch eigene Schuld, teil er der gittlidjen 
Gnade fortwahrend miderjteht. Warum der Widerftand des erjteren 
gegen die gittlide Gnade endlich) gebrodjen wird, der des Lebteren aber 
nidt, ijt nicht des erfteren Verdienſt, wohl aber des lebteren Schuld. 
Der Menſch jedoch (auch der Theologe) ,mit feinem blöden, durch die 
Sünde getriibten Verjtande vermag diefe tieffte Tiefe der göttlichen 
Werkſtatt nidt gu erforfden, und es ijt größere Weisheit, dad gittlide 
Geheimnis anguerfennen, als es gotteslafterlich gu löſen‘, namlid nach 
der Weiſe Calving, der Gott gur Urfade der Belehrung und Nidt- 
befehrung madjt, oder nach der Weife des Synergismus, der Befehrung 
Iie Nichtbekehrung gang oder gum Teil von der Selbſtentſcheidung des 
Menfdjen abbangig fein läßt. Wein aus Gnaden — das ijt das Herz 
des Luthertums. Wie e3 diefe Wahrheit aus der Schrift geſchöpft hat, fo 
ift ihm aud diefe Wahrheit der Schlüſſel zur Schrift. Bn das Licht diefer 
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Wahrheit ftellt es jede Schriftausfage und gewinnt dadurd nicht nur 
deren rechtes Verſtändnis, fondern auc ihren relativen Wert. Wo man 
die Zentralbedeutung der Redhtfertigung aus Gnaden nit erfennt und 
fie als Schlüſſel gur Schrift nicht verwendet, da feblt das redhte Verjtand- 
nis des Changeliums wie aud) die rechte Schabung und Würdigung der 
Gnadenmittel; ja, wo der Heilige Geijt nicht vor den lebten logiſchen 
Schlüſſen der Vernunft bewahrt, folgt ein Evangelium, das anftatt der 
Gnade die Werke febt und damit in die Hille fiihrt. Wein aus Gnabden, 
um Chriſti willen, durd den Glauben — die3 Materialpringip ijt Cigen- 
art des Luthertums. 

„Es ijt Beit, dak alle, welche Anfpruch auf das Luthertum erheben, 
fich priifen, ob fie in ihrer Lehre das , Allein aus Gnaden‘ aud voll und 
gang gur Geltung bringen. Wo man ef in irgendeiner Lehre verlebt und 
anftatt der Gnade oder neben die Gnade irgendein Tun oder Werk des 
Menſchen febt, da ijt man, einerlet ob betwuft oder unbewuft, vom 
Materialpringip der Reformation abgefallen und hat fein Anrecht auf 
den Namen ,Luthertum‘ verloren. Da wir lutheriſchen Chriften, wir 
Rinder der Reformation, uns defjen doch voll und gang bewußt werden 
modten und gugleich der hohen, heiligen Aufgabe, die Gott in der Jetztzeit 
der Kirche Luthers ftellt! Jn einer Beit, da der alle Grundwahrheiten 
des Chrijtentums leugnende Unglaube in die Kirche gedrungen ijt und 
man auf ungabligen Lehrſtühlen der Univerfitaten und Rangeln der 
Kirche ein Changelium predigt, dem man das Herz herausgeriſſen hat, 
ja da das Coangelium ungabliger bon Synergismus und Semipelagia- 
ni8mus fo gerfreffen ijt, dak das Allein aus Gnaden‘ ſchier verſchwunden 
ijt — o dak doch unfere lutheriſche Rirde in fold betriibter Beit feft und 
unbeweglich wie ein Fels ftehen und der Chriſtenheit rein und Lauter, voll 
und gang das Erbe der Reformation erhalten moidte: die Rechtfertigung 
allein aus Gnaden, um Chrifti willen, durch den Glauben als Material- 
pringip! 

„Des Vuthertums Cigenart habe ich gu fenngeidnen verſucht. Cin 
Wort ſteht nod in diejfem Thema, an dem ich nicht ohne weiteres voriiber- 
geben fann: geben, geben. Ruther war es, der e3 den Chriften von 
neuem in’ Gedadtnis gerufen hat, dak fie Priefter vor Gott feien und 
dak gum Priefterdienft das Mitteilen der von Gott gefdenften Gaben 
gebire. Gott hat das Luthertum in die Chriftenheit geftellt, damit es 
gebe. Infolge feiner Cigenart ijt e3 im vollen Beſitz der Schabe des 
Heils. Dit die Kirche Luthers famt allen ihren Dienern fic voll und 
gang bewußt, dak Gott fie ins Dafein gerufen, die Schabe des Geils der 
in Sünden verlornen und durd Chriſtum erloften Welt ausgzuteilen? 
Das ift die ihr von Gott geftellte Aufgabe, und ihre Arbeit iſt nur info- 
tweit fiir Gottes Reich bon Wert, als fie gur Erfiillung diefer Aufgabe 
dient. An diefem Mafftab gilt e3, alle unfere Tatigheit in der Kirche 
auf ihren Wert Hin gu priifen. ,Des Menſchen Sohn ijt fommen, gu 
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fudjen und felig gu madjen, twas verloren ijt. Das war feine Miſſion. 
Das ijt feiner Kirche Miffion. Das ift des Luthertums Miſſion. Alle 
firdlide Tatigfeit, fei e8, dak fie im Bureau des Kirchenregiments oder 
auf dem theologifden Lehrſtuhl oder im theologifden Geminar oder in 
den firdlidjen Anjtalten oder auf dem Felde der Miffion oder in der 
Gingelgemeinde gefdieht, ijt fiir Gottes Reich wertlos, e3 ſei denn, daß 
fie barauf eingeftellt ijt, ben Seelen die Schabe des Geils gu itbermitteln, 
dieſe Schabe denen, tweldhe fie erlangt haben, gu immer fefterem Befis gu 
madjen und fie gu höherer Wertſchätzung und treuerer Verivendung der- 
felben anguleiten. Geben, twas es bom HErrn empfangen hat, muh des 
Luthertums Lofung fein, und nur fo weit wird das Luthertum fiir 
bie Chriftenheit ein Segen fein, als e3 das Empfangene unverfiirgt 
tweitergibt. “ 

So meit der Vortrag. Als der Untergeidnete D. Heins Vortrag 
las, fam ifm fofort der Gedanfe: Uns fogenannten Miffouriern mare 
der ſchwere Rampf, den mir gegen das moderne Luthertum in der gangen 
Welt und gerade auch gegen lutherijde Gemeinfdaften in den Vereinig- 
ten Staaten fiihren muften, erfpart geblieben, tenn unſere Sefampfer 
die Lehrftelung eingenommen Hatten, die D. Hein in feinem Kopenhage— 
ner Vortrag gum Ausdruck gebradt hat. D. Heins Urteil lautet hart, 
wenn er allen das Recht auf den lutheriſchen Namen abjpricht, die die 
unfeblbare gittlide AWutoritat nicht anerfennen oder gur vermeintliden 
Rettung der universalis gratia in der Lehre von der Bekehrung und 
Redjtfertigung die sola gratia fahren laffen. Wber das Urteil D. Heins 
ift ridjtig. Es wird ihm jedoch ſchwer werden, mit feinem Urteil durch— 
gudringen. Philadelphia befteht darauf, dak die Heilige Schrift und 
Gottes Wort nicht zu „identifizieren“ feien, wie bet der Cinfiihrung de3 
neuen Prafidenten bor einigen Jahren gutage trat. Und was die Griin- 
dung der Befehrung und Seligfeit auf das menfdlide Wobhlverhalten 
betrifft, fo diirfte dieſe Die sola gratia berleugnende Srrlehre in der Ver⸗ 
einigten Lutherifdjen Kirche und auch in den ,,bereinigten” norwegiſchen 
Synoden nod) die HerrjdGaft haben. D. Sein wird denfelben harten 
Kampf fiihren miiffen, den mir „Miſſourier“ gu führen gezwungen 
waren. Die grobredenden Calbviniften werden urteilen: Plus quam 
insulse, die höflicher redenden: „Inkonſequent“, “untenable ground”. 
Die Synergiften auf der großen, langen Linie werden ausrufen: ,,Cal- 
binigmus!” teil D. Sein in Guerices Worten bon dem Geheimnis redet, 
auf da8 wir bet der rechten Lehre von der Befehrung und Gnadenwahl 
ſtoßen. Auch wir haben im Verlauf de3 Kampfes von Anfang an und oft- 
mals Guerides Worte gitiert neben gleidjen und abnliden Worten der 
treulutheriſchen Theologen des ſechzehnten Yabrhunderts. Es hat uns 
nichts geholfen. Wir gelten fo giemlid in der gangen Welt als ,,Cal- 
binijten”. eute, die fo verftandig und ehrlich urteilen wie Prof. Grau- 
Königsberg, find felten. F. Pieper. 
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Said one of our brethren to me the other day, “I am not in favor 
of sending our best men to the Orient. We need them at home. Less 
gifted men are good enough.” The brother is a man of acknowledged 
zeal for the work of the Lord and always willing to bring a personal 
sacrifice in order to win a soul for Christ. His firm conviction is that 
we “need our best men at home.” The subject challenges careful 
thought. 

A missionary to the non-Christians in the Orient must be a man 
of deep spiritual experience. A man who is to be an ambassador for 
Christ must know Christ; he must have intimate acquaintance with 
Him as with his own personal Savior. The Orient is overrun by 
people who claim the Christian name and point to Christ as to their 
Master, but who manifestly have no living spiritual contact with 
Him. They do not know the Gospel. A missionary must be a man 
of vital spiritual experience. Because of his sins he must have seen 
himself on the brink of perdition. He must know himself to be saved 
only by the unfathomable grace of God in Christ Jesus. He must 
rejoice in the fact that he has forgiveness of sins because of the 
blood of the Lamb. He must be able to say with Paul: “When we 
were dead in sins, hath He quickened us together with Christ,” 
Eph. 2,5. Only a man of that experience can truthfully witness for 
Christ, the Savior. 

A missionary to the non-Christian world must be a convinced 
Lutheran. There are thousands of Christian missionaries in pagan 
lands. Well-nigh all European and American religious organizations 
are carrying on some form of foreign-missionary endeavor. A few 
years ago the total number of foreign missionaries of every description 
was fixed at 29,188. Nor do the missionaries conceal the fact that 
they have variant religious convictions. All forms of American and 
European doctrinal error are assiduously propagated. A Lutheran 
missionary must needs have contact with these men on his journeys, 
at the hill resorts, in the villages, in the cities; in short, wherever 
he may happen to be, he will occasionally meet a missionary of one 
or the other religious denomination or members of churches established 
by them. Then, again, there is a strong tendency to demand a united 
front of all Protestant and Christian missionaries against the crass 
heathenism in Oriental lands, to the injury of all distinctive doc- 
trines. Unionism of the rankest kind is being largely practised in 
heathen countries. In the midst of this religious Babel a Lutheran 
missionary must of necessity have a heart centered in, and strength- 
ened by, the Word of the living God. He must be divinely con- 
vinced that true Lutheran doctrine is none other than truly Biblical 
doctrine. He must base whatever he teaches not on this or that 
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teacher or the Fathers, but on the infallible Scriptures alone; he 
must be able to show from the inspired Word of God that the doctrines 
of the Lutheran Church are divine truth. Because of his “Lutheran” 
conscience he must be willing to be ostracized and to stand alone. 
Only a man of that type can properly represent our Lutheran Church 
abroad. 

A missionary to the heathen must be equipped to meet the objec- 
tions and doubts of the non-Christian with respect to the truth of the 
Christian religion. In the Far East there are religious systems that 
were founded and elaborated many centuries before the birth of 
Christ and that since have received a most searching investigation 
at the hands of highly gifted adherents and are most subtly de- 
fended by them. And though all pagan religions are to-day more or 
less in a state of decay, to the missionary they nevertheless present 
a determined and aggressive front. All heathen countries are also 
pervaded to a larger or lesser degree by the materialism of Karl 
Marx and his school. Unless a missionary properly gages and 
evaluates the mind and religious background of the people among 
whom he labors, he will be unable to meet their arguments with 
sympathetic understanding and with the required precision, and his 
labors will frequently be altogether in vain. He therefore must be 
a man who is well acquainted with the history, the religions, the 
literature, the customs, and the social trends of the people; he must 
be able to recognize such values as he may find and at the same time 
in proper spirit to meet the opposition with Scriptural and other 
arguments that will be convincing. Only a man of this character will 
measure up to the occasion. 


A missionary to heathen countries must be a man of consecrated 
and Christlike life. There are thousands upon thousands of Europeans 
and Americans in the Orient who profess Christianity, but live a life 
of sin and shame. Also the heathen themselves are naturally given 
to all forms of vice and licentiousness. And they do these things 
frequently under the color of religion. When reproached, they point 
to the easy morals of the foreigners as a cloak for their own shame. 
Into the foulness of this moral atmosphere the Christian missionary 
is sent. Temptation approaches him by day and night. The remnants 
of his own evil nature draw him violently to the deadly delights of all 
manner of sin. One unguarded prayerless moment may find him 
snared so deeply and so pitifully that he soon becomes a byword. 
Though many foreigners and all heathens cater to the flesh un- 
ashamed, they are quick to detect and criticize any moral weakness 
in the missionary and to exploit it to their own ends. As a representa- 
tive of the holy Christ the missionary must therefore be a man of 
consecrated life and of highest rectitude. His daily motto must be: 
“For me to live is Christ.” He must be a light in the darkness round 
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about him. In his official and private life he must be able to say: 
“Be ye followers of me, even as I also am of Christ,” 1 Cor. 11,1, 
In short, personally and with his family he must be a Christian model. 
The life of Christ must shine out in his life. Only a man of this 
type is good enough to do missionary work in pagan countries. 


A missionary to the heathen must be free from class pride. 
While the ancient civilization in many respects may truthfully be said 
to be far superior to our own, it is Oriental and frequently a product 
of the idolatrous religious systems obtaining in those lands and 
especially in a social sense pitifully backward and deplorable. Often 
social conditions beggar description. Also the economic status of 
millions is far inferior to anything a Westerner may observe in his 
own country. Not only are the Orientals of a color different from 
that of the missionary, in many instances their persons, their home 
life, their intelligence, their whole outlook on life, is far beneath 
anything with which the missionary can meet at home. I do not 
mean to say that the Orient has no wealth, no learning, no culture. 
In fact, there is much of it. But the average missionary will not 
be called on to deal with it in his daily routine work. Rather will 
he constantly live and labor among the lowly and the depressed and 
the despised. To labor among people of this kind requires a heart 
free from class spirit; a heart filled with love for Christ and for 
His redeemed; a heart that has a passion for souls, even though they 
be encased in a body of filth; a heart that considers it a distinct 
privilege to be permitted to preach among the Gentiles the unsearch- 
able riches of Christ, Eph. 3, 8, and that, therefore, strives to be made 
all things to all men in order to save some, 1 Cor. 9,22. Only a man 
who for the sake of his Savior can forget class and social status and 
day by day, year by year, all his lifetime sees in the lowliest and most 
repulsive heathen a person for whom the Son of God suffered and 
died and whom He, sitting at the right hand of God, still earnestly 
desires to save, is fit to be a missionary. 

A foreign missionary dare not be opinionated; he must be able 
to do team-work. At best, the number of foreign missionaries is 
small. Called, as the missionary is, to do pioneer work, to lay the 
foundations for a truly Lutheran, that is to say, Christian Church 
and to build upon that foundation, he needs to counsel frequently 
with his fellow-laborers and with his home board. He must be willing 
to profit by their superior experience and, as long as his conscience 
is not involved, to surrender and submerge his own best thoughts and 
finest plans to the common interests and to fraternal harmony. Yes, 
he must be willing occasionally to forego the pleasure of seeing his 
really pertinent and constructive suggestions accepted and, in case 
he is unable to win the brethren over to his point of view, neverthe- 
less remain sweetly reasonable and companionable rather than be- 
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come offended and disaffected — and refuse to play. There is no 
greater internal bane to the missionary enterprise than the mis- 
sionary who becomes soured and will not cooperate because he is not 
appreciated. Only the man who is able to labor in harmony with his 
fellow-missionaries should be sent to the foreign fields. 

A missionary to the Orient must be willing gladly to forego some 
of the conveniences of the modern Western city and to put up with 
rather primitive conditions; yes, he must be willing even to suffer 
persecution and death for his Lord. In the large Oriental cities all 
modern urban conveniences and improvements are found. But not 
so in the outlying districts. While mission-societies generally 
earnestly strive to house their missionaries in a comfortable fashion 
and therefore provide them with roomy dwellings, spacious com- 
pounds, and such other conveniences as can be given them, still it 
must be admitted that many things that would be desirable cannot 
be offered. Much unhappiness has been the lot of missionaries who 
lacked the willingness to adapt themselves to Oriental living condi- 
tions and to accept inconveniences as a necessary part of their great 
calling and as a matter of course. They fret and pine under their 
imaginary sacrifices and make themselves and others thoroughly 
miserable. As a result they lose joyful interest in their labors and 
long to get back to their Western homes. As they do their work 
in a half-hearted and perfunctory manner, not much success can 
attend their labors. Then, if it should happen that persecution arises 
and that they must suffer ignominy and losses because of the name 
of Christ, even being put face to face with death, they are very prone 
to turn their back upon their high calling and to seek their own safety 
and welfare at the cost of the work of the Lord and to the injury of 
the souls under their spiritual care. He who cannot deny himself 
the conveniences of modern Western city life and is not prepared to 
suffer for the cause of the Lord is not fit to be a missionary. 

A missionary to the heathen must be an able teacher. “Teaching 
them to observe all things whatsoever I have commanded you,” Matt. 
28,20. Although the Orient has much that is beautiful, a real heritage 
and one that is well worth preserving, it does not have the Word 
of God and can neither create nor sustain spiritual life. That is 
done by the Word of God alone. Missionaries must be equipped to 
teach the Word. They must be equipped to teach the Word in the 
vernacular, not only to the youth of the land, but also to the adults. 
Schools of every character must be organized and supervised. In 
Oriental countries the political authorities have long ago introduced 
educational codes. A missionary must be able to measure up to the 
requirements of these codes with respect to his own knowledge and 
with respect to the conduct of the schools. Lutheran mission-schools 
should be manned by Lutheran schoolteachers. Unless properly 
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equipped men are trained by the missionary, he will have to labor 
without them. Lutheran congregations must be supplied with Lu- 
theran pastors. If the missionary does not educate them, where will 
he find them? Furthermore, if the recently founded Christian con- 
gregations are to become self-propagating and to endure, they must 
be shepherded and guarded by native men able to search the original 
founts of the sacred Word. How can the need be met if no provisions 
are made for it? High schools, colleges, normal schools, theological 
seminaries, must be founded and manned by missionaries qualified 
- to perform these various difficult and often highly specialized tasks. 
Although not every missionary to the Far East needs to be fit to fill 
every possible teaching position, each one must be qualified to teach 
somewhere — if not at secondary schools, then at least at one of the 
several stations — and must be able to supervise the activity of his 
native fellow-laborers. As long as foreign missions are conducted, the 
ability to teach and to supervise teaching must be required of all mis- 
sionaries. A missionary lacking in this gift will be woefully out 
of place. 

A missionary to the Orient must possess tact and must be well 
qualified to play the réle of a Christian statesman. Many questions 
emerge that require tactful and wise treatment. The Orient is not 
uncultured. Frequently the customs and the social conventions are 
fare more refined than in our matter-of-fact West. Also, there are 
many high officials of state with whom the missionary must of 
necessity deal. A missionary who does not study the social forms of 
the Orient and does not try to please by observing them with 
scrupulous care will immediately be written down as a barbarian, an 
uncultured person, and as a result will seriously prejudice his sacred 
cause. Much injury has been done to the cause of our Lord by careless 
and supercilious missionaries with their rude conduct in their social 
intercourse with Orientals. Again, there is nothing that so quickly 
removes natural Oriental suspicion and contempt of the foreigner 
and wins interest and confidence as the careful observance of innocent 
Oriental social conventions and a manifest desire always to present 
the polished Christian gentleman. Every foreign missionary must 
possess these most elementary qualifications of the well-bred Christian. 

I am far from having exhausted my subject. Much more might 
be added, especially with respect to the physical requirements for 
a foreign missionary, his postgraduate work, his language study, his 
social service, his executive, administrative, and bookkeeping ability, 
and many other subjects. However, I believe I have shown, as 
I intended, that the work of a missionary to the Orient requires a very 
high degree of mental and spiritual equipment. The tasks of a foreign 
missionary are so varied, so multitudinous, and so great that one may 
well cry out as does the apostle: “And who is sufficient for these 
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things?” 2 Cor. 2,16. But we rejoice to be able to answer with Paul: 
“Our sufficiency is of God.” 

No man ever yet was sent out to the foreign field fully equipped 
to labor. Even St. Paul, the greatest of all foreign missionaries, ex- 
perienced much spiritual growth. And it is our comfort and the com- 
fort of every foreign missionary worthy of the name that the Spirit 
of God is with him, labors with him, and graciously continues to endue 
him with his gifts. No missionary should therefore despair because 
of his weaknesses and because of the lack of this or that specific 
requirement and gift for his high calling. Only let him look up to 
God for guidance and for help. Our Savior promises: “Lo, I am 
with you alway.” Nor should any one who has secretly harbored 
the wish to be permitted to labor in the foreign field be deterred from 
volunteering his services for this great enterprise. If it is altogether 
in agreement with the mind of the Lord that one may “desire the 
oftice of a bishop,” 1 Tim. 3,1, it is no less proper for one to desire 
the office of a foreign missionary. But let us, who are charged by 
God to call and send out laborers, do it with the conviction and 
determination that only the very best men available should be sent out 
to the heathen as witnesses for Jesus Christ. FREDERICK Branp. 
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The Position of the Christian Woman, 
Especially as Worker in the Church. 


The position. of women in most heathen nations and tribes was 
and is one of almost unbelievable degradation and unspeakable misery. 
In most cases, even among the more enlightened nations of antiquity, 
she was nothing more than a mere chattel. Under the old Roman 
law, for example, a husband had absolute power of life and death 
over his wife and absolute control of her property. (Brace, Gesta 
Christi, 20.) ia Athens, during the age of the orators, the woman was 
obliged to accept without questioning a position distinctly subordinate 
to the men, both intellectually and socially. “The life of the 
Athenian woman was not only exceedingly circumscribed and isolated, 
but she was actually treated throughout her life as a minor and under 
constant tutelage, being subject, at various times, to the authority of 
her father, brother, grandfather, husband, son, or guardian; she had 
practically no authority, except in the sphere of domestic economy.” 
(Savage, The Athenian Family, 25.) As for the present-day savage 
tribes of Africa, Australia, South America, and elsewhere, even the 
most superficial acquaintance with the history and progress of mis- 
sions will afford a view of a serfdom and slavery on the part of women 
which in many instances place her below the level of beasts in her 
intellectual and social sphere. In only a few of the Teutonic and 
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Scandinavian tribes was woman given a position of honor, as the 
consort and helpmate of man. (Cf. Hastings, Encyclopedia of Relig- 
ion and Ethics sub vocibus “Emancipation,” “Marriage,” etc.) 

Turning now to the Bible, we have God’s definite and un- 
mistakable order, as laid down in connection with the creation of man 
and woman. The condensed and well-rounded account of Gen. 1, 
27.28 is supplemented in chapter 2 by a more detailed description of 
the manner in which man was created and that by which God gave 
Adam the woman as his wife. The words of the Lord before the 
creation of woman are distinctly given: “And said Jehovah Elohim, 
Not good is it for the man to be by himself; I shall make for him 
an assistant corresponding to him,” Gen. 2,18. The woman who was 
created by God out of the rib taken from the side of man was to be 
‘a helper, or helpmeet, for him corresponding to his needs, able to 
stand by his side, to support him. Her relation to him was not 
indeed to be coordinate, as though the two were to be in every respect 
on the same level; nor, on the other hand, was it to be subordinate in 
an absolute sense. She was to be at his side, in a subsidiary position, 
and yet more in the nature of an auxiliary. Luther’s remarks on 
this relation are most pertinent: “In the human race the woman is 
so created that she everywhere and always is to be in the company of 
her husband. ... The wife is thus obliged to her husband that she 
is to remain with him and must live with him as one flesh. And if 
Adam had remained in the state of innocence, this would have been 
the most pleasant relation between man and woman. ... That is 
certainly a great praise and glory of man and wife, that the man, in 
the begetting of children, is a father, but the woman is a mother and 
a helpmate of her husband.” (St. Louis Ed., I, 148 f.) 


The Fall accentuated the subsidiary position of woman. When 
the Lord pronounced sentence upon the woman, He said to her: 
“Multiplying I shall multiply thy pains and thy conception; in sor- 
row shalt thou bear children, and to thy husband shall be thy desire, 
and he shall rule over thee,” Gen. 3,16. It was a double burden which 
the Lord hereby laid upon womankind, the pangs of birth and the 
submission to her husband. In the state of holy wedlock, which is 
here assumed to be the normal state of the adult woman, the act 
of parturition should be associated with pains of travail, as the Lord 
Jesus also states: “A woman when she is in travail hath sorrow be- 
cause her hour is come,” John 16,21. But a second factor was to be 
added to this burden, namely, that of having the woman’s, the wife’s, 
desire, her eager longing, directed to her husband, while he at the 
same time was to occupy the position of leader and ruler. She had 
emancipated herself from his guidance in listening to the tempting 
words of the serpent, and therefore she should be constrained ever to 
be mindful of the evil results of this false step. This is a fact, and 





The Position of the Christian Woman in the Church. 853 


no amount of resentment can change this fact. As little as the 
human race as such can rightly resent the imputation of Adam’s 
guilt and the fact of original or inherent sinfulness, so little can the 
fact of woman’s position according to God’s decree be changed. The 
Apostle Paul therefore states his conclusions with regard to woman’s 
subsidiary position in two short sentences: “For Adam was first 
formed, then Eve. And Adam was not deceived, but the woman, 
being deceived, was in the transgression,” 1 Tim. 2, 13. 14. 

In keeping with the narrative of Gen.2 and 3 the order of God 
was upheld in the Old Testament. The position held by the women 
of Israel, according to the ethics of the inspired books, was one of 
honor and respect. Although woman occupied a subsidiary, if not 
a subordinate, position in the home and in the society, yet the or- 
dinances of God prevented her becoming a mere chattel. Many of 
the laws pertaining to women really uphold her dignity and prove 
a very effective obstacle to the caprice of men. While divorce could 
be procured with comparative ease, especially in the later period, yet 
the respective ordinances, Deut. 24,1—4, safeguarded the wife in 
a measure unknown among heathen nations; for the bill of divorce- 
ment was supposed to contain at least the alleged reason for dismissing 
the wife. Even the ordinance of the bitter water of jealousy, Num. 
5,11—31, contains strong elements in favor of the woman, since the 
humiliation attending an unfounded accusation must surely have 
deterred the average man from attempting to submit his wife to such 
an ordeal. The consideration likewise which had to be shown to the 
captive woman after she had been humbled, placed her far above her 
more unfortunate sisters in heathen surroundings, Deut. 21, 10—14. 
Polygamy also, although practised with God’s permission, was to this 
extent carefully regulated by Him, Deut. 21, 15—17, but it was never 
sanctioned, as is indicated by Jesus, Matt. 19,4.5, where He refers 
to the original institution. The Bible consistently advocated monog- 
amy as in keeping with God’s creation and ordinance, Gen.2 and 3. 
Ps. 128,3 speaks of “thy wife,” not of wives, and the same fact ap- 
pears from Prov. 5,18—20, where the singular is used throughout. 
Even the Encyclopedia of Religion and Ethics remarks: “The wife 
was placed in subjection to her husband; still, marriage was reckoned 
honorable, and a virtuous wife was deemed of more value than rubies, 
Prov. 31,10—31. The mother was highly esteemed, and the widow 
was regarded as a worthy object of benevolence.” (Sub “Emanci- 
pation.”) 

According to Scriptures, both of the Old and the New Testament, 
the highest honor that could come to a believing woman was that of 
becoming a wife and a mother, and this status was regarded as the 
only normal status for the adult, normal woman. We know of the 
eagerness of Sarah, Rebekah, Rachel, Leah, Hannah, the Shunammite, 
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and other holy women of old to become mothers, and this desire was 
shared by Elisabeth, the wife of Zacharias. It is expressly stated of 
Ruth, the wife of Boaz, that the Lord gave her conception, and she 
bare a son, Ruth4,13. It is said of the Lord that “He maketh the 
barren woman to keep house and to be a joyful mother of children,” 
Ps. 113,9; and again: “God setteth the solitary in families,” Ps, 
68, 6; and again: “Thy wife shall be as a fruitful vine by the sides 
of thine house, thy children like olive-plants round about thy table. 
Behold that thus shall the man be blessed that feareth the Lord,” 
Ps. 128,3.4. On the other hand, it is said that the Lord had fast 
closed up all the wombs of the house of Abimelech because of Sarah, 
Abraham’s wife, Gen. 20,18. And one of the most terrible curses of 
the Old Testament is recorded by Hosea: “Give them, O Lord, — what 
wilt Thou give? Give them a miscarrying womb and dry breasts,” 
chap. 9,14. Nor was the attitude of the Lord changed in New Testa- 
ment times, for the holy apostle writes: “I will therefore that the 
younger women marry, bear children, guide the house, give none oc- 
casion to the adversary to speak reproachfully,” 1 Tim. 5,14. And 
to Titus the Apostle Paul writes: “That they [the aged women] 
may teach the young women to be sober, to love their husbands, to 
love their children, to be discreet, chaste, keepers at home, good, 
obedient to their own husbands, that the Word of God be not blas- 
phemed,” chap. 2,4.5. And as for the general relation of women to 
their husbands, the holy apostle writes: “Wives, submit yourselves 
unto your own husbands as unto the Lord. For the husband is the 
head of the wife, even as Christ is the Head of the Church.... 
Therefore, as the Church is subject unto Christ, so let the wives be 
to their own husbands in everything,” Eph. 5, 22—24. Such, in 
general, is the position of the Christian woman, according to the 
Word of God, as wife and mother. The Christian home is the ideal 
sphere of a Christian woman’s activity, the place of her greatest use- 
fulness, the circle which God has designated as her special domain. 

The next question which naturally suggests itself in this con- 
nection is: What does the Bible say about the participation of women 
in public life, about their taking a direct part in the government and 
guidance particularly of church affairs? The answer is contained, at 
least in part, in the positive statements of the Lord concerning the 
sphere and the functions of the Christian woman; for He expects 
her to discharge, by preference, the office of mistress in the home, of 
a true home-maker, 1 Tim. 5,14; Titus2,4.5. In addition, however, 
we have some very plain statements concerning the position of women 
in the Christian congregation. The Apostle Paul writes: “But 
I would have you know that the head of every man is Christ, and 
the head of the woman is the man.... For the man is not of the 
woman, but the woman is of the man. Neither was the man created 
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for the woman, but the woman for the man,” 1 Cor. 11, 3.8.9. These 
are the divine principles, and they clearly set forth the subsidiary 
position of the woman in the Church. For that reason the apostle 
did not want the Christian women of Corinth in any manner to place 
themselves on a level with the emancipated heathen women of the 
city. It was not in agreement with the position and the dignity of 
the Christian women; it placed them on a level which was beneath 
that granted to them by the intention of the Creator. 

Still more emphatic is the passage 1 Cor. 14, 34. 35, where we are 
told: “Let your women keep silence in the churches [congregations] ; 
for it is not permitted unto them to speak; but they are commanded 
to be under obedience, as also saith the Law. And if they will [want 
to] learn anything, let them ask their husbands at home; for it is 
a shame for women to speak in the church,” The verb dadeiy originally 
denoted any communication by means of sounds, then, in particular, 
to give expression to one’s thoughts, to take part in any discussion, 
even if this was not done by way of formal speech. All public speak- 
ing of this kind therefore was denied to women in meetings of the 
congregation; they were neither to occupy the position of teachers, 
nor were they to take part in the discussion. While they evidently 
could be present, and were present, not only in the regular services 
of preaching, but also in other meetings of the congregation where 
affairs of the Kingdom were discussed, their public participation in 
such deliberations was not permitted in the congregation where men 
were present, for over against the men the Christian women were to 
regard themselves in a subsidiary position. They could, indeed, ask 
their husbands at home, for it was expected that their interest in the 
affairs of the Church would and should show itself in this manner; 
but it was considered a shameful act for them to speak and to discuss 
things of this nature in public. 2 

Another passage which sets forth the principle concerned here is 
1 Tim. 2,11.12, where we read: “Let the woman learn in silence, 
with all subjection. But I suffer not the woman to teach nor to usurp 
authority over the man, but to be in silence.” The position assigned 
to. the believing woman, also in the New Testament, is that of 
subjection (éxorayy), one in which she freely yields the headship to 
the man. This requires silence on her part with respect to any public 
discussion. She is not to take part in these discussions; she is not 
to act as teacher of the congregation; she is not to assume a directive 
activity, to exercise authority over the man. Whenever there is 
a meeting which is intended for the whole congregation, whether it be 
a service of preaching or a meeting in which the work of the church 
is to be discussed or the Scriptures are to be studied, then the will 
of God is plainly indicated: The Christian woman is not to take 
the part of teacher, of leader in the discussion; she is not to direct 
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the affairs of the meeting in public, she is not to assume a réle of 
leadership or in any way to lord it over the man. God has placed 
the business of the Church in the hands of men, and therefore any 
and every attempt of a woman publicly to influence these affairs is 
a usurpation of rights which cannot be squared with God’s plain 
command and prohibition. If a congregation or a society is composed 
entirely of women, the passage will, of course, not apply. 

The ideal set forth in the several passages quoted above is main- 
tained by the Lord even in the case of widows. The apostle considers 
their position at some length in 1 Tim. 5,3 ff. He wants all honor 
shown to widows, but he directs Timothy not to show the same 
consideration to younger widows, who rather ought to get married 
again. His specifications include the denial of wantonness and 
worldly pleasures on the part of those who are widows as they should 
be, as well as the continuation in supplications and prayers night and 
day. Other qualifications are that a widow, to receive consideration 
on the part of the congregation, should be well reported of for good 
works, that she should have brought up children, that she should 
have relieved the afflicted, that she should have diligently followed 
every good work, even to the point of performing menial labor in the 
interest of unselfish service. That this same requirement is recorded 
for all older women, who have apparently brought up their own 
children and then have sufficient leisure to devote themselves to the 
service of others, appears from Titus 2,3 ff. It is significant in this 
passage that the apostle, after disposing of the evil habits of slander- 
ing and drinking to excess, speaks of the influence which the older 
women should exert in being teachers of good things, a statement 
which is explained in a more detailed discussion of their relation to 
young women. Their chief function should evidently be to influence 
and direct the lives of their younger sisters in the congregation by 
precept and example. This function can be exercised with good 
success in a women’s organization or ladies’ aid society within a con- 
gregation, provided the society is conducted in conformity with the 
Word of God. 

As a matter of fact, services of this kind, in the matter of assist- 
ing in the work of the congregation and Church, in beautifying the 
place of worship, in taking part in various charitable endeavors, have 
ever been the prerogative of believing women. When the Tabernacle 
was to be built in the wilderness and the call went out for contribu- 
tions of every kind, also for the various vestments and coverings, 
it is expressly stated: “And all the women that were wise-hearted 
did spin with their hands and brought that which they had spun, 
both of blue, and of purple, and of scarlet, and of fine linen. And all 
the women whose heart stirred them up in wisdom spun goats’ hair,” 
Ex. 35,25. 26. These services were highly appreciated by the Lord 
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and by Moses. A little later we are told: “And he made the laver 
of brass and the foot of it of brass, of the looking-glasses of the 
women assembling, which assembled at the door of the Tabernacle of 
the congregation,” Ex. 38,8; cp.1Sam.2,22. Here we learn that 
certain women served in the court of the Tabernacle and that these 
women also contributed their share for one of the appointments of 
the court of the priests, namely, the laver. Another incident of the 
wilderness journey of the children of Israel is of interest here, namely, 
the fact that Miriam, the sister of Moses and Aaron, the prophetess, 
organized a chorus of women, who praised the Lord in antiphonal 
song for the deliverance from the Egyptians and the overthrow of the 
latter in the Red Sea. 


Turning now to the New Testament, we are once more given 
evidence that the women of the early Christian churches, while care- 
fully observing the restrictions placed upon them by the Lord, never- 
theless did their share in serving, so that some of them are highly 
commended for their consecrated service. We are told of some of 
the women that followed Jesus: “And certain women which had been 
healed of evil spirits and infirmities, Mary, called Magdalene, out of 
whom went seven devils, and Joanna, the wife of Chuza, Herod’s 
steward, and Susanna, and many others, which ministered unto Him 
of their substance,” Luke 8,2.3. The love which these women bore 
to their Master evidently found a ready expression in their minister- 
ing to Him, and it was most graciously received and recorded. These 
believing women occupy an enviable position in the membership of 
the early Church, and some of them, together with certain other 
sisters in the faith, were given the honor of an early appearance of 
the risen Lord, Matt. 28, 1 ff.; Mark 16, 1ff.; Luke 24, 1—6. 22. 23; 
John 20, 1. 2. 11—18. 


This loving service of the believing women continued during the 
Apostolic Age. Rom.16 in particular has been called the “roll of 
honor” of Christian women. We hear there first of Phoebe, who was 
a servant, or deaconess, of the congregation at Cenchrea. At that 
time the feminine form of the noun was evidently not yet in use, for 
the apostle calls her a d:dxoves. But less than a decade later he 
describes the work of such deaconesses, for 1 Tim. 3,11 gives their 
qualifications: gravity, sobriety, and faithfulness. Another woman 
on the honor roll is Priscilla, the wife of Aquila, whom Paul men- 
tions in highest terms of praise. These two good people, with Prisca, 
or Priscilla, mentioned first in 2 Tim. 4,19, hold a record in the his- 
tory of the Apostolic Church; for from two passages and 1 Cor. 16, 19 
it appears that they opened their house to the congregation at Corinth, 
at Rome, and evidently also at Ephesus, while Acts 18, 24—28 shows 
that they performed also other valuable services for the Church at 
various times. Other women whose names appear in this list are | 
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Mary, “who bestowed much labor on us,” Rom. 16,6, Tryphena and 
Tryphosa, “who labor in the Lord,” also the beloved Persis, “which 
labored much in the Lord,” v.12, the mother of Rufus, and others. 
And if we turn to the letter to the Philippians, chap. 4, 2.3, we find 
that Euodias and Syntyche must have been prominent church-workers, 
In the congregation at Philippi we have also Lydia, the seller of 
purple, the first convert of the Apostle Paul on European soil, whose 
hospitality is emphasized by Luke, Acts 16,15.40. Another woman 
who exercised the privilege of hospitality to a whole congregation was 
Mary, the mother of John Mark, Acts 12,12. Nor does this exhaust 
the list of consecrated women of the New Testament; for Paul sends 
greetings from Claudia of Rome, 2 Tim. 4, 21, and includes Apphia in 
the salutation of the letter to Philemon, while John writes an entire 
letter to “the elect lady and her children,” and he closes this letter 
with the words: “The children of thy elect sister greet thee,” v. 13. 

That these various references and admonitions were known and 
observed in the early Church is apparent from many lengthy dis- 
cussions, often amounting to books of some length, which were written 
by early Christian teachers. The following books or treatises are of 
special value for one who desires to make a complete study of the 
field: Tertullian, Ad Uxorem, De Virginibus Velandis, Exhortatio 
ad Castitatem, De Modestia, De Spectaculis, De Cultu Mulierum; 
Clement of Alexandria, Paidagogos, Stromata; Cyprian, De Habitu 
Virginum; Cyril of Jerusalem, Mystagogical Lectures; Gregory of 
Nyssa, De Virginitate; Jerome, Letters to Paula. The chief points 
in Christian ethics made in these treatises and books are found, in 
a condensed form, in the so-called Apostolic Constitution and Canons, 
some sections of which certainly go back to the second century, 
although subsequent recensions and additions were made as late as 
the eighth century. Chapter 8 of Book I deals with the “Subordinary 
Position of Woman,” and the principles of Scripture are set forth 
in a very clear and convincing manner, the chief passages considered 
being 1 Cor. 11; Prov. 31, 10—31; 12, 4; 14,1; 18, 3; 21, 9. 19 
In Book VIII, Sections 19 and 20 treats of the consecration of 
deaconesses, with a prayer which is used for that purpose to the 
present day. 

On the basis of all these passages and the historical evidence 
adduced it is evident that the sphere of the Christian women in the 
Apostolic Church was not nearly as circumscribed as certain cham- 
pions of emancipation would have us believe. Within the bounds of 
womanly modesty, sobriety, and retirement a wide range of activities 
in the service of the Church was offered to every believing woman. 
Her natural and chief circle of activity remained, as it had been of 
old, the home, and her chief function and glory was that of a wife 
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and mother. The care of the home and the children, the guiding of 
the house and the keeping at home, as the Lord calls it, 1 Tim. 5, 14; 
Titus 2,5, the being in subjection to their husbands in the obedience 
of the Sixth Commandment, which the Bible teaches, 1 Pet. 3,1; Eph. 
5, 22 ff., those are the works of the Christian woman’s “conversation,” 
of her conduct and behavior. That is the very highest position to 
which she may aspire. 

And if the Lord has not given her this highest position, for which 
he created woman in the beginning, then He has indicated clearly 
where her ambition may find a legitimate outlet. It is in teaching 
positions in the Church where any lordship or leadership of men is 
not involved (and we find that women, from the beginning, were 
used as teachers of little children); it is in works of love, such as 
those which have made the name of Tabitha, or Dorcas, Acts 9, 36. 39, 
a synonym of the finest charitable endeavor in unobtrusive service; 
it is in the labors of deaconesses within the circle of one or more 
congregations (as was the case with Phoebe); it is in ministering to 
the Lord of their substance, according to the example of the con- 
secrated women in the circle of Jesus’ disciples. To this list we may 
well add the ministry which is noted with such approval in the Old 
Testament, namely, that which provides vestments for the sanctuary 
of the Lord. 

The application of all these facts to present-day conditions can 
easily be made. A Christian woman will have ample opportunity to 
make use of her abilities and talents (such as are not used in the 
home as daughter, wife, and mother) in such works of love as best 
accord with her womanly traits, characteristics, and qualifications, 
together with the subsidiary position which the Lord has assigned 
to her. Ladies’ aids which are established and conducted under the 
auspices of the congregations and are engaged in educational work 
for their own members and in charitable and missionary endeavors, 
special charitable organizations whose aim is to render particular as- 
sistance to charitable or missionary institutions and associations, altar 
guilds, which are in charge of the paraments and vestments of the con- 
gregation and the beautifying of the chancel according to Lutheran 
use, sewing-circles for the poor and needy at home and abroad, — all 
these, if rightfully managed and conducted, may certainly prove 
a great blessing to the Church. 

To go beyond this sphere, as set forth in Scriptures, is precarious, 
to say the least, especially if individuals step to the front and proceed 
beyond the boundaries of the individual congregations. The con- 
gregation, according to Scripture, is the unit of church-work. If the 
control of any movement goes beyond the control of the individual 
congregation, there is a degree of danger connected with it which 
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may easily assume menacing proportions. A Lutheran synod is, or 
should be, merely a federation of congregations to facilitate the doing 
of necessary work in the Church which the individual congregation 
could not undertake or perform as well. It follows that the individual 
congregation remains independent and autonomous, and our Synod 
has never presumed to disturb this relationship beyond the obliga- 
tions placed upon Christians by the law of love and by the demands 
of Christian unity. If any organization undertakes to duplicate the 
work of the congregations as carried on by their own federation, or 
synod, it may endanger the peace and harmony of the Church, no 
matter how laudable its motives may be and how pure its aspirations. 
And as for women’s organizations, the whole tenor of Scripture, as 
set forth above, indicates that they are not to take the public initiative 
or leadership in the work of the congregation or the Church at large. 
The limitations of their public activity are too plainly stated to permit 
of exceptions. Nor may we overlook another factor, namely, that large 
organizations or federations of women’s clubs within the Church are 
in danger of becoming busybodies in other men’s matters, since their 
enthusiasm for the cause in which they believe is apt to lead them to 
a propaganda that may interfere with the work of the individual con- 
gregation. Experience in other church-bodies has shown that the 
soliciting of memberships may carry enthusiasts to a point where they 
enter congregations without the consent of the body itself or of its 
pastor, not to speak of the fact that pressure has been brought to 
bear upon the regularly constituted governing bodies in the congrega- 
tion and in synod which seriously interfered with the peaceful and 
blessed establishment of the Lord’s work. P. E. KreTzMann. 
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Mijericordias Domini. 
Joh. 14, 1—6. 


Misericordias Domini. Wie die Erde ijt voll der Gitte, miseri- 
cordias, des HErrn, Pj. 33, 5 (Introitus), fo zeigt aud) unfer Lert uns 
das giitige, mitleidsvolle Herg des guten Hirten. Liebevoll fucht er, der 
fein Leben laffen twill fiir feine Schafe, feinen Jüngern das rechte Ver- 
ſtändnis deffen beigubringen, was in den nächſten Stunden geſchehen foll, 
fie mit rechtem Troft gu erfiillen, damit fie nicht dabinfinken in die Nadt 
des Zweifels und der Verzweiflung. Als der von den Toten auferftan- 
dene Hirt und Biſchof unferer Seele hat er aud) dafiir geforgt, daß dieſe 
Herrliden Worte allen feinen Chrijten in allen Lebenslagen gum Troft 
aufgezeichnet würden. 
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Drei Hoffuungsfterne, die der Heiland uns im Dunkel der Trübſal 
leuchten läßt. 


. Glaubet an Gott und glaubet an mig! 
. Sn meines Vaters Haus find viele Woh— 
nungen. 
. SH bin der Weg und die Wahrheit und das 
Leben. 
1. 

„Glaubet ihr an Gott.” Nicht der Glaube an einen Allerwelts⸗ 
gott, fondern der Heiland fiigt fofort hingu: ,,Glaubet an mid.” Der 
rechte Glaube, gu dem der Heiland hier auffordert, halt fich an den in 
Chrijto geoffenbarten Gott, ohne den e3 feinen Gott gibt, Eph. 2,12 
(ohne Chriſtum — ohne Gott), Apoft.16,31 (an den HErrn JEſum 
Chrijtum; vgl. mit B.34: ,an Gott”). Unfer Gott nicht ein blokes 
Gedanfending, bon Menſchen erdidtet, fondern der in Chrifto und in 
feinem Wort Selbftgeoffenbarte; aud) nicht ein Gott, der fich um die 
Welt nicht fiimmert, fondern bon dem bei aller Geiligkeit und Geredtig- 
leit doch ewig wahr ijt: Joh. 3,16; 2 Kor. 5, 19. Der Weltſchöpfer, der 
alle Dinge erhalt und regiert, ijt in Chrifto unfer verfohnter Vater. — 
Das ijt der erfte Hoffnungsftern, den Chriftus angiindet, damit unfer 
Herz nicht erfdhrede in den mancherlei Noten und Triibfalen diefes 
Lebens. (Wusfiihren, wie die Yiinger Troft nötig Hatten in jener Nacht 
und wie aud) uns gleider Troſt notig ift.) Gdauen wir nidt auf die 
Größe der Not, fondern auf den viel größeren Gott, unjern Heiland. 
An den glaubt! Lied 374. 


V. 2a. Wie der Heiland nicht hatte, da er fein Haupt hinlegen 
fonnte, und doch ſtets der künftigen Serrlidfeit eingedenf mar, fo läßt 
et aud) feinen Chriften einen ähnlichen Hoffnungsſtern leuchten. Wenn 
aud) nicht alle da8 leiden miiffen, was der Heiland feinen Siingern vor- 
ausfagt, Joh. 16, 2, fo bleibt dod) twwahr: „In der Welt habt ihr Angſt“, 
doh. 16, 38; 15, 19. 20; 16, 20. Im beften Fall ift die Welt ein 
Sammertal, in der wir durch biel Triibfal gehen miiffen. Wie ſchwer 
itd da oft bas Gerg! Wie erfdrecten wir, fo dak wir ſchier vergagen! 
Da troftet dex Geiland: Schaut über alles Erdenleid hinauf nad meines 
Baters Haus; da find viele Wohnungen. Das fagt der Wabhrhaftige, 
det un das gewiß nicht fagen würde, wenn es ſich nicht alfo verhielte. 
Er fagt noch mehr: Unter diefen vielen Wohnungen ift eine auch fiir 
un beftimmt. Qa, er mill jebt hingehen, den fauren Weg durd) Leiden 
und Sterben gum Vater wandeln, um uns, einem jeden bon un, eine 
ſolche Statte gu bereiten. Noch mehr, er twill mwiederfommen, B. 8. 
Benn inzwiſchen aud unfere Stunde gefommen ift, wenn auch der Leib 
gu Staub und Aſche geworden ift, er, der allmadhtige Todesiibertvinder, 
der durd den Tod gum Vater gegangen ift, wird wiederfommen, uns 
aufertvetten, uns dabin nehmen, two er ift, Joh. 17,24; 1Theſſ. 4, 17.18. 
© helleudjtender Hoffnungsſtern der Auferftehung und des Lebens! 
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3. 

Der Heiland hatte gefagt: BV. 3 und hingugefiigt: V. 4. Da fprict 
Thomas im Namen aller: V.5. Auguftin: ,Die Jünger wuften es, 
aber fie wußten nicht, daß fie e3 toupten.” Der Trennungsſchmerz war 
fo grok, daß fie fich nit faffen fonnten. Chriſtus, der Weg, ſaß vor 
ifnen, und doch wurde es ihnen fo ſchwer, ihn gu erfennen. Erſt mufte 
er mit ifnen reden. Erſt fein Wort gab ihnen redhten Troft. 

Wenn es uns ſchwer wird, an unfern Gott und Heiland gu glauben, 
wenn eS uns gar nidt fdeinen till, als fei unfer Weg ein Himmelsweg, 
dann alten wir uns an unſern Heiland, der durch fein Wort mit un3 
redet, deffen Worte Geift und Leben find! Bm Wort iſt Chriftus, im 
Wort haben wir Chrijtum; und haben wir Chrijtum, dann haben mir 
den Weg. Dann find wir nicht nur auf dem rechten Weg, dann haben 
wir den Weg, den wahren Weg, die Wahrheit, die uns nicht betriigen 
fann, den Weg, der felber das Leben ijt, in dem mir jest ſchon Leben, 
geiftliches Leben, haben, den Weg, der uns ficher in3 ewige Leben führt. 
Tritt alles wider uns gujammen, mögen die Triibjalswolfen nod fo 
ſchwarz fich gufammentiirmen, bier ijt der Hoffnungsſtern, der nicht zu⸗ 
fdanden werden läßt: V. 6. Allerdings auch der ecingige Weg. Vor Gott 
erjdeinen müſſen wir alle, aber gu diefem Gott als gu unferm Vater und 
in feinen Simmel! als in unfer Vaterhaus fommen wir nur durch JEſum 
Chrijtum, den alleinigen Weg. Aber den haben wir ja im Glauben er- 
griffen. Wn ihn, unfern Heiland, und an den durch ihn verſöhnten Gott 
wollen wir un8 alten, dann werden auch wir durch ifn, der da ijt der 
Weg, die Wahrheit und das Leben, eingehen in unſers Vaters Haus, two 
er auch un8 eine Statte bereitet hat. (Lied 262, 6.) Th. &. 





Jubilate. 
Yoh. 12, 20—26. 

Soh. 20, 21 ift ein Miffionsauftrag des ſiegreich Wuferftandenen an 
alle Glaubigen. Wir haben bon Chrijto Frieden empfangen, fo follen 
wir auch als Friedensbringer der Welt dienen, Jef. 61,1; Boh. 17, 18; 
14,27; 16,38; Rim. 5,1; 10,15; Sef. 52,7. Un diefe widhtige Pflidt 
erinnert uns das heutige Cbangelium. 

Wir wollen nicht nadlafien im Cifer fiir die Miſſion! 

1. Weil e3 ein fo herrliches Werk ift; 

2. weil mir gerade dDadurd uns als Singer JEſu 
erweifen. . 


Der Text verſetzt uns auf den lebten DienStag der öffentlichen 
Wirkſamkeit JEfu. Unter feinen Zuhörern befanden ſich auch Grieden, 
Heiden, die bon dem Gotte JIsraels gehirt Hatten, glaubig geworden 
waren und an den Feften der Juden teilnahmen, V.20. Diefe wollten 
JEſu perſönliche Befannifdaft machen, um aus feinem Munde das 





DisSpofitionen über die Eiſenacher Cvangelienreibe. 363 


Wort de3 Lebens gu Hiren, V. 21. Wielleicht waren fie mit Pbhilippus 
befannt, daher wandten fie fid an ihn. Pbhilippus meldet dies an 
Andreas, und beide beridten die Bitte an BEfum. Das taten fie mit 
einigem Zaudern, denn auch fie waren nod) im jüdiſchen Vorurteil gegen 
die Heiden befangen. — JEſu waren diefe Heiden fehr twillfommen, 
V. 23 f. Die Bitte der Grieden erinnerte ifn daran, daß nun die 
Stunde gefommen jei, da er durch feinen Tod als Heiland der Welt, 
aud) der Heiden, verherrlicht werden follte. Das edle Weigenforn follte 
in die Erde fallen, um viele Früchte, auch unter den Heiden, gu bringen, 
Sef. 53, 10—12; 55, 1—11; 60,1—-12. Daber freut er fich, dab jest 
fdon die Erftlinge diefer reichen Ernte fommen. — Wie nachher die 
Heiden in Hellen Scharen famen, wird uns in der Apoſtelgeſchichte be- 
richtet; dad ift das eigentliche Thema der Kirchengeſchichte. 
Mijfionsarbeit befteht darin, Menſchen gu JEſu gu bringen, fie 
immer beffer mit ihrem Heiland befannt gu madden. Darum dreht fics 
unfere gange firdlide Arbeit. (Das chriftlide Heim; die chrijtlide 
Schule; unjere Anftalten; die verſchiedenen Miſſionen im Buz und Aus— 
land.) Welch herrlices, jeliges Werf! Cin Werk, in dem wir zu Mit— 
arbeitern Gotte3 und des Heilandes werden. Gollten twir da nicht mit 
bereinten Rraften twirfen? (Philippus fagt e3 dem Andreas.) Gollten 
nidt auc) die Geringjten im Reich Gottes Frohlich helfen? (Philippus 
und Andreas gehörten nicht gu den Apoſtelgrößen.) Bit doch auch diefe 
Arbeit mit Erfolg gefeqnet („viele Früchte“). Wird fie dod aud nicht 
unbelohnt bleiben, B.26. Welch herrlide Aufgabe aljo! 1 Ror. 15, 58. 


2. 

Wie der HErr felber leiden und jterben mute, um das Werk der 
Erlöſung gu vollbringen, fo fonnen auch wir nicht ertwarten, dak das 
Werk der Miffion ohne Beſchwerden und Opfer ausgerichtet werden fann. 
Was BV. 25 im allgemeinen gefagt wird, das gilt infonderheit auch von 
dem Werk der Miffion, wie das fo mancher Miffionar mit der Tat bez 
ftatigt Hat. Gerade durch rechten Cifer im Miſſionswerk erweiſen mir 
uns aljo al8 rechte Jüͤnger Jfaſu. Ob uns das Spott und Hohn, Unz 
dant und Verachtung einbringt, ob e3 uns Opfer auferlegt, aus Liebe 
gu unſerm Seiland, der fein Leben fiir uns gelaſſen hat, und aus Er— 
barmen mit unjern Mitmenſchen wollen wir nicht miide werden, da3 
Wort des Lebens ausgzubreiten, Menſchen gu JEſu gu bringen, teils 
ſelbſt, teills durch unfere Stellbertreter, und uns fo als rechte Jünger 
des großen Sünderfreundes und Miffionars, unſers Heilandes, erweiſen. 





Cantate. 
Joh. 6, 60- 69. 

Wer die Weisheit dieſer Welt erjagen will, der muß ein gewiſſes 
Naß Selbſtvertrauen beſitzen, die nötigen Anlagen und Fähigkeiten dagu 
ſein eigen nennen können und mit eiſernem Fleiß und großer Ausdauer 
darum ringen und kämpfen. Wer aber die geiſtliche, himmliſche Weis- 
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eit im Wort im Glauben ergreifen will, der muß guvor an aller eigenen 
Weisheit und Tüchtigkeit bergagen, der muh fagen: Ich weif nichts, id 
bin nidts, id fann nichts. Denn der Mund der Wahrheit fagt: 


„Niemand kann gu mir fommen, e8 fet ihm denn von meinem Vater 
gegeben.“ 


1. 

Wer felig werden will, muß gu JEſu fommen. Aber weder die 
Weisheit der Weifen nod die Kraft der Madtigen fann fie gu JEſu 
bringen, V. 44. 65. V. 54: ,fein Leben in euch“. Der natitrlide 
Menſch hat fleifdlide Gefinnung, ijt geijtlic) tot und unvermögend, 
widerſtrebt allegeit bem Geiligen Geijt. Mag unter Umftanden der Fall 
aud) eintreten, daß diefer und jener nidjt fern ijt bom Reiche Gottes, fo 
ijt er Dennod nicht im Reiche Gottes. Unſer Tert redet von Leuten, auf 
die JEſu Wunder und Worte großen Cindrud gemadt batten, B. 15. 
24. 34, die aber dod nicht glaubten, V. 36, fondern feine Rede als eine 
Anſtoß erregende oder ſchwer gu ertragende Rede begeidneten, V. 60. 61. 
„Das Fleiſch ijt fein nike.” Der Untwiedergeborne fann feinen Deut gu 
feiner Geligfeit beitragen. Cr ijt nid&t auf dem Wege gu JEſu, fondern 
gur Hölle. 

Gottes Kinder follen diefe Wahrheit gu Herzen nehmen. C8 liegt 
nicht an unferm Wollen und Laufen. Aus eigener Kraft fonnen wir 
nur unfere Geligfeit berfdergen. Wenn wir uns felbjt iiberlaffen find, 
fonnen wir nicht fiir uns gutfagen. Von Natur find aud wir unter die 
Sünde verfauft und bei den beſten Vorſätzen wie ein ſchwankendes Rohr 
im Winde. Gott betwahre uns davor, dak wir, wie die Leute im Tert, 
un3 eigene Gedanfen madjen iiber fein Wort! B. 60. 61. 

„Es fet ihm denn bon meinem Vater gegeben.“” Unſere GSelig- 
machung ijt ein Gefdenf. Durd feinen Geift fiihrt Gott diefes Gnaden- 
wert aus. ,Der Geijt iſt's, der da lebendig macht.“ Vgl. 2 Kor. 3, 6b. 
Wie es ein Werk göttlicher Allmacht erforderte, un3 das leibliche Leben 
gu geben, fo erfordert e3 ein Schöpfungswerk Gottes, geiſtliches Leben in 
uns gu wirken, 2 Ror. 4, 6. 

Das follen Glaubige wohl bedenfen und Gott danfen, dak er durd 
feinen Geift fo Großes an ihnen ausgeridtet hat. 


2. 


V. 63b; vgl. 5 Mof. 32,47. Durd feinen Geift mill der Vater 
den Menfdjen das geben, twas fie gur Seligkeit nötig haben. Durchs 
Wort fommt der Geift gu den Menfden. Zwiſchen uns und den Mefor- 
mierten ijt ein grofer Unterfdied. Diefe verwerfen die Lehre, dak det 
Geijt ordentlicherweiſe allein, und gwar gang allein, durd die Gnaden- 
mittel gu den Menfden fommt. Das Kindlein Johannes hat aufer- 
ordentlicherweiſe den Geift im Mutterleibe empfangen. Bleiben wit 
beim Wort, und folgen wir nidt den Träumen unferer Mitmenfden 
nod unfern eigenen Träumen. Hüten wir uns davor, auf eigene Mittel 
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zu verfallen. Legen wir nicht vielleicht zu viel Gewicht auf Vereins⸗ 
tätigkeit? 

Durchs Wort wirkt der Geiſt das Leben in den geiſtlich toten Men⸗ 
ſchen. „Die Worte, die ich rede, ... find Leben.” Weil fie Worte des 
Geiſtes Gottes ſind, ſo ſind ſie Lebensworte, die Leben mitteilen. Großes 
haben Menſchen ſchon durch ihre Worte in der Welt ausgerichtet, aber 
das neue geiſtliche Leben können ſie durch ihre Worte nicht mitteilen. 
„Du haſt Worte des ewigen Lebens.“ Dieſes in uns gewirkte Leben iſt 
des Vaters Gabe, V. 65. 

Es iſt uns unbegreiflich, wie der Menſch das Heil, das der Vater 
ihm anbietet und allen Ernſtes ſchenken will, von ſich ſtoßen kann; und 
dod) iſt es unleugbar wahr, B.64.70.71. Selbſt Jünger des HErrn 
können dies Heil von ſich ſtoßen, V. 66. 

Mit Furcht und Zittern wollen wir dieſe ernſte Wahrheit zu Herzen 
nehmen. Wieviel tut der Vater gu unſerer Seligfeit! Aber wie ſchänd⸗ 
lich fonnen doch Menfden dies Heil verfdergen! Unſer Gebet foll fein: 
HErr, erhalte uns in deiner Gnade! O. C. A. B. 





Rogate. 
L uf. 11, 5—13. 
Chriften find Gottes Kinder, Glieder der Familie Gottes. Es be- 


fteht ein inniger Verfehr zwiſchen ihnen und ihrem Gott. Gott redet mit 
ihnen, lehrt, ſtraft ſie uſp. Diefer Verkehr foll nicht einfeitig fein, ſon⸗ 
dern die Kinder follen mit ihrem Vater reden, gu ihm beten. Das ge- 
fdieht nicht fo regelmagig, wie es ſollte. Ermahnung nötig. 


Der Gebetsverkehr der Kinder Gottes mit ihrem himmliſchen Vater. 
1. Unfer Gebet. 2. Gottes Antwort. 


a 


V. 9. Diefe Worte an Chriften geridtet, an Kinder Gottes, die auch 
in ihrem Gebet RKindesart zeigen. Beten nicht im Vertrauen auf fid 
felbft, fondern im Glauben an JEſum. Beftehen nicht auf eigenem 
Willen, fordern nicht in ſtürmiſcher Weife, fluden und toben nicht, wenn 
nidt alsbald Silfe fommt, fondern fiigen fich in de3 Vaters Willen. 

Chrijten diirfen bitten um alles, was ihnen auf dem Herzen liegt. 
Nidhts ift gu gro, nidjts gu fein. Ob e3 Brot ift, das Notwendige, oder 
Zukoſt, Fife oder Ci, was iiber die bare Notdurft hinausgebt, gum Wohl⸗ 
leben, gur Bequemlidfeit gehirt, ob es leiblidje Gaben find, wie die eben 
erwähnten, oder geiſtliche Gaben, wie der Heilige Geiſt, Vergebung uſw.: 
einerlei was für ein Wunſch in ihnen aufſteigt, ſie dürfen es ihrem Gott 
vortragen, die Sache mit ihm beſprechen. Machen wir nur fleißig von 
dieſem Vorrecht Gebrauch! 

„Bittet!“ fagt der Heiland; wenn es ſcheint, als wolle er ſich ver- 
ſtecken: „Suchet!“ Haltet an am Gebet! und wenn er gleichſam die 
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Tür verſchließt: „Klopfet an!“ Je weniger er antwortet, um fo lauter, 
anbaltender fdreit gu ifm, B.5—7. (Wusmalen, wie der Freund fo 
guberfichtlicdh fic) an den Freund wendet, gar nidt an eine modglide Ab- 
weiſung denft.) Mit ſolch „unverſchämtem Geilen” diirfen wir un3 an 
Gott wenden. Mag alles gegen uns jpreden, mag unfer Begehren nod 
fo kühn fein, wir diirfen bitten, fuchen, anflopfen in der Gewißheit, dak 
unfer Gebet Gott angenehm und erhort ijt. 


2. 


V. 9. 10. Sechsmal verfidert uns der Heiland, dak unfer Gebet 
erhort tverden wird. Wie fann Gott auch anders? Jener Freund hat 
gehört. Gollte da Gott, unſer himmliſcher Freund, hinter irdijden 
Freunden guriicjtehen? Cr ijt mehr als Freund, er ijt der Vater im 
Himmel, VB. 13; vgl. BV. 2; Rom. 8, 14—16; f. 27,10; Eph. 3, 20. 

Wenn er nicht gleich antiwortet, jucht er nur unfern Glauben auf die 
Probe gu ftellen. Bu feiner Beit wird er horen, V.10—13. Cr jagt 
nicht, Dak er Das geben werde, was wir fiirs beſte halten. Wir wiffen 
nicht immer, was wir bitten. Wir mögen fiir Brot halten, was ein 
Stein, unniib, ja ein Sforpion, fchadlich, ijt. Cr weiß, was uns gut 
ijt, gibt Daher nicht nad) dem Wortlaut unjerer Gebete, fondern nad 
dem Ginn, Gutes, viel Veffere3, als wir gebeten haben: den Heiligen 
Geiſt, Gewipheit der Gnade, Frieden, Ergebung. Dit da3 nicht Er— 
fiillung? Wenn wir in der Not uns an einen erfahrenen Freund twen- 
den mit der Bitte um Hilfe und ihm einen Plan vorlegen, und er erfennt 
die Schwächen, die Unmiglicdfeit diefes Plans und fagt uns: Lat mid 
nur maden, geht getroft nad Haus! — hat er nicht dennoch unfjere 
Bitte erhort, felbjt wenn er nicht nach unferm, fondern nach feinem 
Plan verfubr? (Lied 355, 8.) 

Darum fleigig mit Gott verfehren! (Lied 380, 3.) Th. L. 





Himmelfahrt. 
Luk. 24, 50—53. 


Wuf die Himmelfahrt Chrijti wird in der Schrift fehr oft Bezug 
genommen. Gott legt diefem Ereignis meit größere Wichtigkeit bei, als 
wir Chriften es oft tun. Schon im Alten Teftament wird davon geredet, 
%j.47; 68,19; Sef. 52,18. Paulus fommt immer wieder dararf 
gu fpredjen; faft jedes Rapitel des Hebräerbriefs erwähnt die Gimmel- 
fabrt; Matthaus und Markus ergabhlen fie; Lukas fogar zweimal, ein- 
mal ausführlich in der Apojtelgefchidte, das andere Mal firger in 
unfern Textesworten. 


Wie das erjte Himme\lfahrtsfeft gefeiert wurde. 
1. Von JEſu, 2. bon feinen Jüngern. 
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1. 


V. 50a. Grinnert un3 untwillfiirlidh an den Gang gum Hlberg 
ſechs Woden gubor. Welch ein Gegenfab! Die Taufe, vor der ihm 
damals gebangt hatte, Quf. 12,50; oh. 13, 21, war nun vollendet, der 
Sieg errungen, fein Werk auf Erden vollbracht. Wie ein Soldat fid 
freut, wenn er nach itberjtandenem Feldzug gur Heimat guriicfehren 
darf, fo freute fich aud) IEſus, dak er nun mieder guriicfehren durfte in 
die Herrlichfeit ſeines Vaters. 

JEſus geht mit feinen Viingern, nicht allein. Wn feiner Freude 
follen auch die Mitgenoſſen feiner Trübſale teifhaben. Noch einmal 
redet er mit ihnen bon dem Reich Gotte3, Apoft. 1,5 ff., bis gulebt 
feines Amtes twartend. 

%.50b. Der auffabrende Heiland ijt der feqnende Heiland, der 
die Giiter, die er ertworben hat, den Seinen mitteilt. Das ijt das lebte 
Bild, das wir bon JEſu haben, bis er wiederfommt, un3 heimguholen. 
Inzwiſchen ift er der feqnende Heiland, der innigen Anteil nimmt an 
den Schicffalen der Seinen. 

V. 51. Seine menfdlide Natur, in der er Schmach und Sdande, 
Oual und Pein erduldet, wird nun erhöht zur Redhten Gottes immer 
und ewiglih. Bom Himmel aus regiert er, der Gottmenſch, fein Macht- 
und Gnadenreich und fiihrt lebteres ſchließlich gur Herrlichkeit. Welch 
herrlicjen Seiland haben wir! 

2. 

%.52a. Was fie ſchon vorher erfannt Hatten, Matth. 16, 16; 
Noh. 6,69, das war ihnen jebt um fo getviffer getworden. Gie beten 
den Wufgefahrenen an als ifren Gott und Seiland. — Tun mir des— 
gleichen gerade in unferer Beit der Leugnung der Gottheit Chriſtil 

V. 52b. Nicht flohen fie mit Furcht und Bittern mie vor ſechs 
Woden, fondern Freude erfiillte ihr Herz, Freude über das Grofe, das 
fie gefehen Hatten, Freude iiber die Gewißheit feiner Gegenwart, die er, 
der HErr, ihnen verheißen hatte, Freude iiber die Ausſicht, ihm nach— 
fahren gu diirfen. — Wir haben diefelben Verheifungen. Gollten wir 
uns da nicht freuen? Geine Gegentwart, feinen Schutz, feine Gnade, 
feinen Segen haben wir gewiß; follte da nicht Freude iiber Freude unſer 
Herg erfiillen? Gollte ein Chrift, der an feinen aufgefabrenen Seiland 
glaubt, eigentlich je traurig fein fonnen? (Lied 123, 9. 10.) 

Die Viinger fehrten nicht nach Galilaa guriic, fondern nach Yeru- 
falem, wie ihnen der HErr befohlen hatte. Dort: BV. 53. — So follen 
aud wir Simmelfahrt feiern, indem wir in der Arbeit und in dem 
Beruf, in welchen Chriftus uns geftellt hat, Gott oben und preifen. 
Unfere Studierftube, unfere Fabrif, unfere Werkſtätte, unfere Küche 
follen wir gu einem Tempel machen, in dem wir Gott willig dienen in 
unjerm Nachften. Unſer Leben ein fteter Lobprei3 des Aufgefahrenen, 
bis er uns gu fich Holt. (ied 118, 5.) Zh. L. 
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Outline for a Sermon on the Presentation of the 
Augsburg Confession. 
Ps. 119, 46. 106. 


The circumstances leading up to the completion of the Augsburg 
Confession have been discussed in the foregoing sermon of this series. 
We shall therefore turn our attention to the events connected with its 
presentation at the Diet of Augsburg June 25, 1530. 

This convention had originally been called for April 8; but there 
were many delays, and the formal opening did not take place until 
Monday, June 20, with the celebration of a solemn mass in the 
cathedral. The Lutheran representatives attended, but did not take 
part in the service. The rest of the week was consumed with bicker- 
ings between the two parties until the imperial consent was obtained 
allowing the Lutherans the privilege of a public reading of their 
confession. The Lutheran princes and delegates of cities solemnly 
signed the document, which had been written in German and Latin, 
on Thursday, June 23. The time and place for the public reading was 
set for Saturday, June 25, at 3 p.m., in the chapel of the palatine 
palace. 

This room, holding about 200 persons, was filled before that hour. 
A great crowd was to be seen surrounding the building and thronging 
the court, all hoping to be able to hear the proceedings. The emperor 
was seated on his throne. The electors or their representatives were 
on his right and left hand; after them, the other princes and states 
of the empire. 

When all was in readiness, the Lutheran representatives arose. 
They were John, Elector of Saxony, with his son, John Frederick; 
Philip, Landgrave of Hesse; the Margrave George of Brandenburg; 
Wolfgang, Prince of Anhalt; Ernest, Duke of Brunswick-Lueneburg, 
and his brother Francis; and the deputies of Nuremberg and Reut- 
lingen. D’Aubigné tells us “their air was animated and their features 
radiant with joy.” May the memory of these brave men ever be held 
in high esteem among us! 

At a sign from the emperor they resumed their seats. Then the 
two chancellors of the elector, Brueck and Beyer, advanced to the 
middle of the chapel and stood before the throne, holding in their 
hands, the former the Latin, the latter the German, copy of the 
Augustana. 

Upon the imperial request to read the Latin copy the Elector of 
Saxony said: “We are Germans and on German soil; I hope there- 
fore Your Majesty will allow us to speak German.” The elector’s 
purpose was that the confession be understood by all present. The 
emperor graciously complied with the request. 
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Then Chancellor Beyer read in so clear and loud a voice that he 
was heard also by the overflow crowd in the court below. The reading 
lasted two hours. The silence and serious attention of the assembly 
were not once disturbed. Thus these bold confessors spoke the Lord’s 
testimonies before their emperor and were not confounded. 

As we are commemorating the four-hundredth anniversary of this 
event with thanksgiving and praise to our God, let us consider 


THE PRESENTATION OF THE AUGSBURG CONFESSION 
A DECLARATION OF LUTHERAN ORTHODOXY — 


1. For the brave confessors who presented it; 
2. For ourselves, who have vowed to abide by it. 


1, 

The Lutherans had been summoned to Ausburg for the purpose 
of considering “what might and ought to be done and resolved upon 
regarding the division and separation in the holy faith and the 
Christian religion” within the empire. They had at first intended 
simply to present a statement to the convention, explaining their 
position over and against certain abuses current in the Church, such 
as the sale of indulgences, clerical celibacy, the profanations of the 
Mass, and the like. 

In the mean time, however, Dr. John Eccius, one of the most 
zealous enemies of the evangelical cause, the man who had for the 
purpose of calumny coined the nickname Lutherans, published an 
attack against the Reformer in which, in 404 propositions, Luther 
was accused of being a false teacher and was “charged with every 
conceivable heresy”; and he maintained that the Lutherans were 
spreading those ancient errors which had long ago been rejected by 
the Church Catholic. Thus the orthodoxy of the Lutherans was 
challenged. 

To these serious charges the Lutherans replied with the Augs- 
burg Confession. It was the declaration of orthodoxy which the 
Lutherans made four hundred years ago. It was a statement to the 
world that they were not heretics or enthusiasts, but rather con- 
servative Christians, who accepted and taught the old Christian doc- 
trine laid down in Scripture by Christ and His apostles. 

This evident intention of the Augsburg Confession was thus 
stated in the introduction: “We offer . . . the confession of our 
preachers and ourselves, showing what manner of doctrine from the 
Holy Scripture and the pure Word of God has been up to this time 
set forth in our lands, dukedoms, dominions, and cities and taught in 
our churches.” 

Consequently the entire first part of the confession concerned 
itself with the great fundamental doctrines of Christianity. On the 


basis of the Scriptures, which self-evidently are accepted as the pure 
24 
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and infallible Word of God, the apostolic and orthodox faith is clearly 
and concisely presented on such points as the doctrine of the Trinity; 
of Creation; of Preservation; of Man’s Total Depravity since the 
Fall; of Regeneration through Baptism and the Holy Ghost; of the 
Son of God, His Virgin Birth, His True Godhead and Manhood, His 
Vicarious Atonement, His Resurrection from the Dead, His Sending 
of the Holy Spirit; of Justification by Faith in Christ; of the Means 
of Grace; of Good Works; of the Church; of Infant Baptism; of 
the Real Presence in the Lord’s Supper; of Repentance; of the 
Ministerial Office; of Civil Affairs; of Christ’s Return to Judg- 
ment; of the Resurrection of all Flesh; of Heaven; of Hell; and 
others. 

The various ancient, medieval, and contemporary heresies against 
these doctrines were summarily rejected, and definite proof from 
Scriptures for the Lutheran position was clearly adduced. The 
testimony of the Fathers was quoted from time to time, not as 
though that were on a par with the Bible, but as proof that the Early 
Church taught the same doctrine which the Lutherans were defend- 
ing. And then, at the conclusion of the doctrinal section, the 
declaration was made: “This is about the sum of our doctrine, in 
which, as can be seen, there is nothing that varies from the Scriptures 
or from the Church Catholic or from the Church of Rome as known 
from its writers. This being the case, they judge harshly who insist 
that our teachers be regarded as heretics.” 

By this pure doctrine the Lutherans purposed to abide with 
God’s help. As Christians and Christian teachers who had vowed 
faithfulness to God’s Word they could not do anything else. “I have 
sworn, and I will perform it, that I will keep Thy righteous judg- 
ments.” 

Indeed, even their adversaries had to admit, after they had heard 
the confession, that it was in accord with God’s holy Word. Bishop 
Stadion of Augsburg declared: “It is the truth, the pure truth; we 
cannot deny it!” Duke William of Bavaria asked Dr. Eccius, “Can 
you refute this doctrine?” Eck answered, “With the Church Fathers 
I can, but not with the Scriptures.” The Duke retorted, “Then I see 
that the Lutherans are in the Scriptures and we outside!” 

No wonder Professor William A. Curtis, in his History of Creeds, 
can say: “No one can read the Augsburg Confession without being - 
deeply impressed by the sincerity of its effort to conserve the Scrip- 
tural and spiritual essentials of traditional Christianity and by the 
utter absence of any traces of the spirit of wanton innovation.” 

In short, the Augsburg Confession proved to the world that, 
while the Church of Rome had deviated from the faith once com- 
mitted to the saints and had become guilty of innumerable ur- 
scriptural innovations, the Lutheran position was conservative, 
orthodox, Scriptural. 





Outline for Sermon on Presentation of Augsburg Confession. 8371 


2. 


This year we are commemorating the four-hundredth anniversary 
of the presentation of the Augsburg Confession. As Lutheran pas- 
tors, congregations, and individuals we have accepted this confession 
as the basic charter of our Church. With the Lutherans of 1580, 
who drew up and signed the Formula of Concord, we confess “the first, 
unaltered Augsburg Confession as our symbol for this time, not be- 
cause it was composed by our theologians, but because it has been 
taken from God’s Word and is founded firmly and well therein.” 

Let us, in the first place, thank God for having made us the 
spiritual heirs of such a glorious heritage. It was His work. Luther 
himself repeatedly testifies that he would have been lost if it had not 
been for the power of God working in and through him, guiding and 
sustaining him. The Augsburg Confession was God’s way of restor- 
ing anew to the world the great fundamentals of our holy religion. 
And so we must likewise acknowledge in all humility that it is God 
who brought us to the acceptance of, and strict adherence to, this great 
confession. Is. 63, 7. 

In the second place, let our celebration mean a bold reaffirmation 
on our part of the principles of this confession. We are living in an 
age in which the old fundamental doctrines are being assailed on 
every side. Rationalism, skepticism, Liberalism, materialism, union- 
ism, atheism, and many other “isms” are taking issue with us on these 
questions. The doctrine of the Trinity, the deity of Christ, the 
vicarious atonement, justification, the Real Presence,—all these 
doctrines that are dear to the Christian heart are denied. Those 
who cling to them are denounced and ridiculed as moss-backs, old 
fogies, enemies of progress, and what not! We would therefore 
declare to all the world, without any reservations, mental or other- 
wise, that we cherish the ancient landmarks, that we do not wish 
to deviate even a hair’s breadth from the old “rule of faith,” that, — 

Though devils all the world should fill, 
All eager to devour us, 

We tremble not, we fear no ill, 
They shall not overpower us. 

This world’s prince may still 

Scowl fierce as he will, 

He can harm us none, 

He’s judged; the deed is done; 
One little word can fell him. 


We are, by God’s grace, and wish to remain, true Lutherans, loyal 
followers of our Savior, who love His Word and who desire nothing 
more than to abide in it faithfully to our end. Ps. 119, 106. 

And lastly, the propagation of this orthodox faith should lie 
close to our hearts. If our Lutheran fathers boldly confessed their 
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faith even before kings, when dangers beset them on all sides, how 
much more should we do so in our day of religious freedom! Pg, 
66,16; Acts4,20; 2Cor.4,13; Matt. 10,32. As we owe a debt of 
gratitude to our forebears for having brought us up in this doctrine, 
we face the obligation of handing it down to our children and chil- 
dren’s children — in our schools, colleges, and seminaries and in our 
mission-fields at home and abroad. 

Let us all take this to heart — pastors, teachers, Sunday-school 
leaders, Bible-class instructors, parents, grandparents, young men and 
young women — and pray God daily for the grace to remain loyal to 
this faith and Church. 

God’s Word and Luther’s doctrine pure 
Shall now and evermore endure! W.G. Ponack. 
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For National Lutheran Music Sunday, May 4, 
or for Cantate Sunday. 

The Lutheran Church possesses in its beautiful hymns a priceless 
treasure. This fact is often attested to by non-Lutheran authorities 
on hymnology. On a recent lecture tour through the United States 
the greatest living authority on Bach, Dr. Terry, of Edinburgh, re- 
ferred to the Lutheran hymnal as “that precious legacy of the Ref- 
ormation.” The man who gave the Church of the Reformation her 
first hymnal is the same who gave the Church the open Bible by 
putting the Word of God into the vernacular, the same who summed 
up the fundamental teachings of the Holy Book in that marvelous 
“Laymen’s Bible,” the Small Catechism, the great Reformer himself. 


LUTHER IS THE FOUNDER OF CONGREGATIONAL 
SINGING. 


Before the Reformation the singing in the public services was 
carried on by the clergy. Choristers and priests chanted Latin hymns, 
which the people did not understand. Hymns in the vernacular 
existed, but only on rare occasions were the people permitted to sing 
them in public worship. When the Reformation restored the doctrine 
of the universal priesthood of all believers, the Christian congrega- 
tion was given its full rights again, also the right actively to take part 
in the services. To make such participation possible, Luther provided 
an order of worship in the language of the people. In this service 
congregational singing became an integral part of public worship. 
Instead of Latin hymns, Luther substituted German hymns. Thus 
the Reformer became of necessity the founder of congregational 
hymn-singing, an undertaking for which he was eminently fitted both 
as poet and as musician. 
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The first hymnal Luther published for the Church was the so- 
called Achtliederbuch of 1523. It contained four of the Reformer’s 
own hymns. In the various hymnals which appeared during his life- 
time, Luther is credited with thirty-seven hymns, most of which he 
wrote for the early editions. In producing a new hymnology for the 
Church, Luther first of all made use of the best hymns already in 
existence. One-third of his hymns are translations and reworkings 
of the choicest old Latin hymns. To these belong the magnificent 
Te Deum Laudamus (not in our English hymnal), the sturdy “We 
All Believe in One True God” (No. 394), the joyous “Savior of the 
Heathen, Come” (No.141), and the ardent “Come, Holy Ghost, 
God and Lord” (No. 257). 

Other pre-Reformation sacred songs Luther purged of heresies, 
revised, and adapted for use in the Church. Among these are: “God 
the Father be Our Stay” (No. 271), with its inspiring call to courage, 
and “Now Do We Pray God the Holy Ghost” (No. 260), with its 
fervent prayer for true faith. (Others in this group: Nos. 224, 431.) 

Versions of psalms and paraphrases of other portions of Holy 
Writ constitute nearly one half of the great Reformer’s hymns. In 
this group is found Luther’s most famous hymn “A Mighty Fortress” 
(Ps. 46), that defiant battle-cry of the Reformation. A versification 
of his favorite psalm (130) is the expressive confessional hymn “Out 
of the Depths I Cry to Thee” (No. 415), the poetic utterance of a soul 
bowed under the weight of guilt, yet firmly reliant on divine grace 
and pardon. (Others in this group: Nos.277 (Ps. 14), 278 (Ps. 12), 
282 (Ps. 124), 446 (Ps. 128), and 480 (Ps. 67). The Christmas story 
as found in Luke’s gospel was turned into one of the gems of Lu- 
theran hymnology, “From Heaven Above to Earth I Come” (No. 150). 

Of hymns entirely original perhaps the best is Luther’s first con- 
gregational hymn “Dear Christians, One and All Rejoice” (No. 310), 
& magnificent hymn of exultant faith, which converted many souls 
to Lutheranism. (Others in this group: Nos. 162, 274.) 

To render poetically the great truths of the Catechism, Luther 
wrote or revised hymns for each Chief Part: for the Law, Nos. 391, 
392; for the Creed, No. 394; for Prayer, No. 396; for Baptism, 
No. 401; for Confession, No.415; for the Lord’s Supper, Nos. 431, 
441. For the three main festivals of the church-year, Christmas, 
Easter, Pentecost, he also adequately supplied hymns to commemorate 
the great acts of God recounted on these days. 

Luther realized that to make a hymn popular it must carry a tune 
easily sung, pleasing to the ear, and expressing the sentiment of the 
text. To this end he often chose for his hymns existing melodies, 
such as those of the Latin hymns and of sacred and secular folk- 
songs; he reworked and adapted them to suit the words of the text. 
Being a trained musician himself and a player of some ability on the 
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lute and flute, Luther also composed original tunes, some of which, 
such as the vigorous, fervid melody of “A Mighty Fortress,” have 
become immortal. 

The new, yet old faith which Luther preached, salvation through 
the mediation of Christ, the only Savior, was the source, the fountain- 
head, of the new hymnody. Luther’s hymns are objective. They 
proclaim the free, unmerited grace of God. They are a spontaneous 
outpouring of praise for the newly found truths of Holy Writ, a joyous 
testimony of the restored favor of God. (Cf. Hymn 150, stanza 14: 
“My heart for very joy doth leap.”) They are not couched in dry, 
didactic terms, but in choice words of childlike simplicity and dig- 
nified devotional earnestness. They possess a universal appeal. 
Luther was exceptionally felicitous in voicing the religious emotions 
of a people recently freed from the bondage of fear. As mouthpiece 
of the Church his hymns express the joyous certainty, the power of 
faith, the confidence of triumphant victory. (Cf. Hymn 162, stanza 4: 
“Let hell and Satan rage and chafe, God is our Brother.”) They 
are lyrical supplications for succor, for strength, for perseverance. 

Truly, a priceless treasure of Christian song! How fortunate 
for our Church that it had as its founder not only a great reformer, 
a mighty preacher of righteousness, an unexcelled translator of Holy 
Writ, but also a supreme writer of classic hymns, who by his own 
example and by inspiring hundreds to follow in his footsteps (47 Lu- 
theran hymnals before Luther’s death, thousands of hymns since 
Luther), has made our Lutheran Church in truth “the singing 
Church.” L. BLANKENBUEHLER, 

Member of Synodical Committee on Hymnology and Liturgics. 
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I. Amerika. 


Aus der Synode. Unfer Lutheran School Journal teilt mit: „Schon 
lange war es Wunſch und Wille unferer Miffionare in China, Luthers 
Kleinen Katechismus in chineſiſcher Sprache gu druden, da er bis jebt nur 
teiliveije und auch nur in fogenanntem Mimeographdruc vorhanden twat. 
Wher wegen der politiſchen Unruhen im Sabre 1927 wurde das Drucfen ver- 
ſchoben. Jedoch, nun ift bas Drucken der erften 5,000 Eremplare am 25. No⸗ 
bember borigen Jahres, Gott fet Dank, vollendet worden. Das war fiir 
un alle eine große Freubde‘, fchreibt einer der Miſſionare, und darum wurde 
bier in Hankow auch ein rechtes Freudenfeft gefeiert. Sämtliche Chriften aus 
allen unfern Rapellen waren eingeladen tworden, gu der größten Kapelle gu 
fommen. Zwei unſerer Cvangeliften hielten die Feftreden, Serr Wei Tien 
En und Herr Sen Sao Rai.‘ “ 

Fit das nidjt gu viel? Eine St. Louiſer deutſche Beitung meldet auf 
Grund eines Bericht der ,Uffogiierten Preſſe“, datiert Moburg, den 
29. Marg: ,Die im elften Jahrhundert erbaute Surg Koburg diirfte in det 
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Zeit bon April bis Oktober Vefuder und Reiſende aus vielen Landern, be- 
fonder3 aus foldjen, wo die Lutheraner einen großen Progentjak der Be⸗ 
völkerung bilden, in größerer Zahl anloden, als Koburg jemals in einem 
gangen Jahrzehnt gefehen hat. Vierhundert Jahre find feit jener Beit 
berfloffen, da Luther, der vom Papft mit dem Bann belegt und bon dem 
allgetwaltigen Kaiſer Karl V. in die Acht erflart worden war, in jener Burg 
wohnte und bon dort aus die große proteſtantiſche Zujammenfunft leitete, 
weldje die Augsburgiſche Konfeffion herborbradte. Um nun ein vierhundert- 
jähriges Erinnerungsfeft an jene Zeiten gu begehen, in denen Luther damals 
auf jener Burg feinen Wohnplak hatte, wird von jener Stadt Koburg eine 
große Ausftellung geplant, mit der Wuffiihrungen und Kongerte verbunden 
fein twerden. Die Eröffnung findet am 15. April ftatt, an welchem Tage 
eine Luther-Ausftellung in der großen Fefthalle auf der Fefte Koburg ihren 
Anfang nehmen wird. In der Luther-Bibliothe® werden gegen 200 erjte 
Ausgaben von Luthers Werken ausgeftellt fein fotwie perfonlide Namens- 
untergeicjnungen des grofen Reformators und eine Vilderfchauftellung der 
ithergabe der Augsburgifden Ronfefjion, die befanntlich eine geordnete 
ſchriftliche Darftellung de3 gangen Syſtems der Glaubenslehren der luthe- 
rifden Reformation in erſchöpfender Form enthalt. Am WAbend des 15. April 
wird eine Wuffiihrung des bon Hans Johſt gedichteten hiſtoriſchen Dramas 
Die Propheten’ im Landestheater veranjtaltet, und drei Tage fpater wird 
die Aufführung von Wagner3 ,Pargifal’ ftatifinden. [1] Beide Auffüh— 
rungen werden während der gangen Dauer der viele Monate wahrenden 
Feſtlichkeiten in beſtimmten Zwiſchenräumen twiederholt werden. Ciner der 
Höhepunkte diefer Feftlicdfeiten wird der am 18. Mai gefeierte ,Luther-Tag‘ 
bilden, an deffen Vorabend ein Fadelgug ftattfinden wird.” — Iſt da nit 
eine große Gefahr vorhanden, dag durd) die fo geftaltete Feftfeier der un— 
geheure Ernſt, der die Befenner von Augsburg befeelte, in den GHinter- 
grund gedrangt wird? Auf die, die das Reden bet der Feier gu beforgen 
haben, fallt eine große Veranttwortlichfeit. F. P. 

The American Lutheran Conference. — The church-papers during 
the last weeks have been reporting the formation of a confederation of 
Lutheran synods which appears to be of momentous significance for the 
future of the Lutheran Church of America. The bodies involved are the 
Joint Synod of Ohio, the Iowa Synod, the Buffalo Synod, the Norwegian 
Lutheran Church of America, the Augustana Synod, the United Danish 
Church, and the Lutheran Free Church (a Norwegian body). According 
to the Lutheran Standard of March 1 these seven bodies “participated in 
the meetings out of which has come a definite plan, crystallized in a con- 
stitution for the organization and operation of the American Lutheran 
Conference”; for this is the name which. has been proposed for the con- 
templated federation. Of the strength of the new organization the Lutheran 
Standard says: “We can give only approximate statistics covering these 
bodies, because the latest Lutheran World Almanac is not yet in our hands. 
In round numbers the seven bodies include 4,000 pastors, upwards of 
7,000 congregations, well over 900,000 confirmed members, and about 
1,400,000 baptized members. The American Lutheran Church (Ohio, Iowa, 
and Buffalo) will constitute about one-third of the American Lutheran 
Conference.” The Standard next points out that it cannot be said as yet 
that the founding of the proposed American Lutheran Conference is assured. 
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The seven synods mentioned will have to approve the plans that have been 
drawn up. It is hoped by the committee that their synods will take 
favorable action and that in October of this year, when the four-hundredth 
anniversary of the Augsburg Confession will be observed with special 
festivities, the American Lutheran Conference will become a reality. To 
inform our readers on the origin of the contemplated federation, it will 
be best if we reprint that part of the article in the Lutheran Standard in 
which the various steps taken are briefly narrated. The article says: — 

“After the Norwegian Lutheran Church of America and the Joint 
Synod of Ohio had established pulpit- and altar-fellowship on the basis of 
what are now known as the Minneapolis Theses, the Joint Synod, at its 
convention in 1928, passed the following resolution: ‘That a committee of 
three be appointed for the purpose of conferring with a similar committee 
of the Norwegian Lutheran Church of America to discuss ways and means 
by which this church-fellowship may find expression.’ (Joint Synod 
Minutes, 1928, p. 223, B.2.c.) The General President, Dr. C. C. Hein, 
appointed as this committee the Rev. L. H. Schuh, D.D., Toledo, O.; the 
Rev. F. B. Hax, D.D., Massillon, O.; and the Rev. H. W. Krull, Platte- 
ville, Wis. 

“Our committee met with the committee of the Norwegian Lutheran 
Church in Chicago, February 28, 1929. Representatives of the Buffalo 
Synod and the Iowa Synod had also been invited to this meeting. It was 
evident that there was such harmony in faith and practise among us that 
cooperation in certain lines of endeavor was both feasible and practicable. 
As the discussion progressed, it became evident that this movement should 
be carried further and that other Lutheran groups should be invited to 
participate. This invitation was to be extended to certain groups by 
President J. A. Aasgaard of the Norwegian Lutheran Church and to others 
by President C. C. Hein of the Joint Synod. 

“October 7, 1929, the Joint Synod Committee held a colloquy with 
a committee of the Augustana Synod. Again the Minneapolis Theses 
formed the basis. The two committees found themselves in harmony and 
passed a resolution to recommend to their respective synods the establish- 
ment of pulpit- and altar-fellowship. 

“The following day representatives of the Augustana Synod, the Lu- 
theran Free Church, the Norwegian Lutheran Church of America, the Iowa 
Synod, and a committee of the Joint Synod conferred. In the course of 
the discussion it became apparent that the Lord was pointing the way for 
a closer relation of all these groups. After a two-day discussion a com- 
mittee, consisting of the General Presidents of the participating synods, 
was appointed to draft a constitution and submit their work to a future 
meeting of the delegates. 

“At a meeting held in Chicago, December 18 and 19, 1929, represen- 
tatives of the Augustana Synod, the Buffalo Synod, the United Danish 
Church, the Norwegian Lutheran Church of America, the Lutheran Free 
Church, and the Joint Synod of Ohio were present. Interest was evidently 
growing. There were providential leadings apparent. The presidents of 
the participating synods made a report to their delegates, submitting for 
their discussion the draft of a constitution for a federation of these 
Lutheran bodies. The discussion was fraternal and earnest. When the 
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work was ended, the committee resolved that this constitution be sub- 
mitted to all the participating synods for adoption at their next regular 
meeting. If favorable action is taken by the respective synods, they are 
requested to appoint delegates to meet in October, 1930, for the purpose of 
organizing “The American Lutheran Conference’ under the constitution as 
adopted by the committee and published in this issue of the Lutheran 
Standard. 

“Thus, in the providence of God, a mustard-seed has been cast into 
the earth. May it grow to become a blessing to the whole Lutheran 
Church of America! 

“This report is made to the constituents of Joint Synod by the del- 
egates who represented them in this work. The Committee: L. H. Schuh, 
F. B. Hax, H. W. Krull, C. C. Hein.” 

Very little is to be added. The Minneapolis Theses referred to were 
the outcome of a conference held in Minneapolis in 1925, at which the 
Ohio Synod, the Iowa Synod, the Buffalo Synod, and the Norwegian 
Lutheran Church of America were represented. These theses, with some 
strictures of ours, were reprinted in the Theological Monthly, April, 1927 
(Vol. VII, p.112). The Lutheran Standard of March 1 presents the draft 
of the constitution and by-laws of the new organization. We reprint 
Article II, containing the confession of faith, Article III, mentioning the 
object of the federation, and Article IV, defining its power. Article II 
reads: “The American Lutheran Conference accepts the canonical books 
of the Old and the New Testament as the inspired Word of God and the 
only infallible authority in all matters of faith and life and the symbolical 
books of the Evangelical Lutheran Church as the true presentation of the 
pure doctrine of the Word of God and a summary of the faith.” Article III 
reads: “This organization is founded for the purpose of giving testimony 
to the unity in the faith of the participating church-bodies and to this end 
has as its objects: 1) mutual counsel concerning the faith, life, and work 
of the Church; 2) cooperation in matters of common interest and respon- 
sibility, such as: A. allocation of work in Home Mission fields; B. elemen- 
tary and higher Christian education; C. Inner Mission work (Christian social 
service); D. student service in state schools and universities; E. special 
missionary activities; F. joint publication of Christian literature; 
G. periodic exchange of theological professors at the theological sem- 
inaries, etc.” Article IV reads: “This organization shall have such powers 
only as may be specifically delegated to it by the constituent bodies. 
Otherwise its province shall be limited to counsel and advice in matters 
of common interest and those in which its advice may be sought.” A fur- 
ther discussion of the projected church-body we reserve for a future issue. 

A. 

“American Lutheran Church.” About the name which the new 
Lutheran body, established by the merger of the Synods of Ohio, Iowa, and 
Buffalo, will bear, the Lutheran Herald of the Iowa Synod writes, edi- 
torially: “We like three features about this name. In the first place, it 
delivers us from the word ‘synod,’ which is so rarely ‘understood,’ and, 
instead, gives us the beautiful appellation ‘Church.’ It, secondly, has no 
geographical limitation, such as Iowa, Ohio, Buffalo, Missouri, and the like. 
It compels us, thirdly, to be mindful of the fact that we are in America, 
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that as a Church we have our primary duty to perform in this country, 
that we must do our part in ennobling and enriching the religious life 
of America. But the name, even if the definite article ‘the’ is absent, will 
be an absurdity, an empty boast, unless we are, every one of us, filled with 
the urgent desire to do our very best to bring about what properly may 
be called ‘The American Lutheran Church.’ Considered from this view- 
point, the name becomes a prophecy. May God speed the day of its 
fulfilment!” 

The membership of the new body is rated by the Lutheran Herald at 
about one half million, or, to be exact, 496,365 souls (official figures of 
1926). Almost exactly 25 per cent. of the churches are located in urban 
territory (cities having more than 2,500 inhabitants), and 75 per cent. are 
rural. The States showing the largest membership in the A.L.C. are: 
Ohio, 98,897; Wisconsin, 58,527; Iowa, 49,168; Texas, 44,495; Illinois, 
31,606; Minnesota, 31,259; Michigan, 30,676; North Dakota, 19,819; 
Pennsylvania, 18,067; Nebraska, 17,836; South Dakota, 13,385; Indiana, 
11,754. 

The Lutheran Church Herald comments on the name of the new body 
as follows: “The new Church will be known as the American Lutheran 
Church. We see no particular reason why the definite article cannot be 
included in the name. We like this name, which happened to be our choice 
for our own Church at the time when a new name was being discussed. 
We have names like The Lutheran, Der Lutheraner, Lutheraneren, which 
does not necessarily mean that any one of them claims to be the only and 
outstanding Lutheran paper in the country. The United Church is a union 
of churches, but does not include all.” 

The Lutheran Standard of the Ohio Synod remarks among other 
things: “The year 1930 is one of outstanding anniversaries. America will 
recall the coming of the Puritans to our shores three hundred years ago. 
Christendom will commemorate the nineteen-hundredth anniversary of 
Pentecost. The Lutheran Church, all over the world, will take special 
note of the quadricentennial of the Augsburg Confession. Our own Joint 
Synod of Ohio will observe the centennial of the founding of our theological 
seminary. Then, for the members of the Evangelical Lutheran Synod of 
Iowa, the Lutheran Synod of Buffalo, and the Joint Synod of Ohio and 
Other States this year 1930 will mark, under God, the consummation of 
the merger and the launching of the American Lutheran Church.” 


With regard to the merger the Lutheran Church Herald adds: “It is 
true that the Lutheran Church is not ready and willing to join anything 
that happens to come along. It did not join the Interchurch Movement, 
which cost some of the Protestant churches several million and brought 
some of them on the verge of bankruptcy. Nor has it joined the Federal 
Council of Churches, which inherited the residue of the Interchurch Move- 
ment, with its laxity of confession and disregard for all creedal statements. 
The Lutheran Church has followed the principle that church union must 
be preceded by confessional agreement. It is easy to understand how evel 
this correct principle may be overemphasized by insisting on subscription 
to scholastic intricacies and definitions carried to the extremes of subtile 
analysis, which even Einstein himself would not be able to unravel. But 
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the principle is nevertheless correct when given a reasonable application 
by being confined to the plain, uninterpreted, or Bible-interpreted, state- 
ments of the Scriptures. It is because of this insistence on doctrinal unity, 
which by a great portion of the Reformed churches has been discarded as 
futile and unnecessary, that the Lutheran Church is looked upon as 
hopelessly non-cooperative and isolated from the rest of the Protestant 
Church.” J. T. M. 
The Breaking Down of Christian Consciousness. — Signs are 
multiplying which indicate that the laxer church-bodies in the United 
States are not merely losing the last remnant of confessional consciousness, 
but that the very boundaries of Christianity are being removed by feats 
of syncretism which would have been considered shocking but two short 
decades ago. In a clipping which has just reached our desk we are told 
that a Congregational church in a small city of the Middle West recently 
opened its pulpit to—a Jewish Rabbi. Of course, the Rabbi chose a theme 
which would be general enough not to touch upon even the most faintly 
controverted points. His topic was “Divine Revelation for To-day,” which 
might have meant something if presented according to Scriptures. But 
the report of the service indicates that nothing of this kind was attempted. 
We are told: “In a preliminary remark he said that the meeting in itself, 
one of Jews and Christians sitting together in concord, with a common 
aim and purpose [?], may well be regarded as a divine revelation of 
to-day. Those who heard him felt that, carrying his thought one step 
farther, his address in its beauty and simplicity may be considered in the 
same light as a divine revelation of to-day. Dr.Cronbach stressed the 
thought that God reveals Himself to the lovers of truth to-day and always. 
In the beauty abounding all about us, in the ambition for helpfulness to 
others, in the sympathy for those who suffer, and in constant eagerness to 
relieve suffering, God is revealed to the world to-day. At the conclusion 
of the address the people who heard it went to the speaker and thanked 
him for it, assuring him that they were deeply moved by the charming 
spirituality of his message.”— The Congregational pastor and his con- 
gregation may have been ignorant of the transgression of God’s clear words 
in the matter of such flagrant syncretism; but this is no excuse in view 
of the clear command of God. The Bible tells us that there is no salvation 
in any other, neither is there any other name under heaven given among 
men whereby they must be saved except the one name Jesus Christ. Un- 
less the Jews, orthodox and reformed, withdraw their blasphemous denial 
of the one Savior of mankind, all specious prating about new revelations 
and universal love will avail them nothing. K. 
How Does the Church Get Its Ministry? — An editorial reprinted 
in the Living Church of January 4 from the London Church Times attempts 
to prove the Apostolic Succession “by showing the consequences which fol- 
low if the Apostolic Succession is not true.” (The positive way of proving 
it, “by producing the evidence in its behalf, the grounds in Scripture on 
Which the doctrine is based, etc.,” is not employed in this article, but only 
the negative way.) “The doctrine of Apostolic Succession is that the 
authority to minister, which was conferred upon the apostles by Christ 
Himself, is transmitted down the centuries through episcopal ordination. 
.. What, then, if this Apostolic Succession is a dream? In that case the 
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apostolic ministry became extinct. It died with the death of St. John. 
Then the ministry which derived its authority direct from Christ came 
to an end. In that case it was left to the Church to decide what should 
happen. The Church had to determine whether there should be any official 
ministry at all and if that problem was decided in the affirmative, what 
form the new ministry should take. There could be no divine obligation 
to reproduce the same ministerial constitution everywhere. It was a case 
for local option. No church could bind its successors. Each generation 
was free to revise or reverse the methods of its predecessors. There was 
no compelling reason why any particular form of ministry should be 
permanent, since God fulfils Himself in many ways, lest one good custom 
should corrupt the world. It has been argued by an eminent Non-con- 
formist, and, quite logically, on the assumption that the Apostolic Succes- 
sion is false, that the very fact that one particular form of ministry has 
continued for centuries is in itself abundant reason why we ought to have 
a change. Ultraconservatism can have no place in a progressive com- 
munity. A chief duty of a Church is to adapt itself to the requirements 
of the age.” 

The Living Church ought to know that there is a Church which rejects 
the doctrine of the Apostolic Succession and still escapes the dangers de- 
picted as consequent upon the absence of episcopal ordination. Before pro- 
posing the dilemma: either Apostolic Succession or chaos and change, it 
would do well to glance at the system of the Lutheran Church (which, 
we insist, is the Scriptural system). How does the Church get its ministry! 
Augsburg Confession, Art. XIV: “Of ecclesiastical order they teach that 
no one should publicly teach in the Church or administer the Sacraments 
unless he be regularly called.” And it is the individual congregation that 
is divinely authorized to call the proper persons into the ministry. Smal- 
cald Articles: “The churches are in duty bound before God, according to 
divine law, to ordain for themselves pastors and ministers.” “Wherever 
there is a true church, the right to elect and ordain ministers necessarily 
exists.” “Christ indicates to whom He has given the keys, namely, to the 
Church: Where two or three are gathered together in My name. Like- 
wise Christ gives supreme and final jurisdiction to the Church, when he 
says: Tell it unto the Church.” (Trigl., 525, § 72; 523, § 67; 511, § 24.) 
And this method of calling the ministers through the congregations is not 
an ecclesiastical ordinance, subject to revision and change through Chris- 
tian liberty or by the variable whims of the successive ages, but it is 
a divine institution. Apology: “The Church has the command to appoint 
ministers.” (Trigl., 311, §12.) Smalcald Articles: “The Gospel assigns 
to those who preside over churches the command to teach the Gospel,” etc. 


In fact, the ministry of to-day is the continuation of the divinely instituted © 


apostolic ministry. Augsburg Confession: “For with this commandment 
Christ sends forth His apostles: Preach the Gospel to every creature.” 
(85, §5.) Smalcald Articles: “The office of the ministry proceeds from 
the general call of the apostles.” (507, §10.) There is no apostolic suc 
cession by episcopal ordination, and still there is no room “for local 
option.” There is no telling what might happen if any group of Christians 
at any place were at liberty to devise new forms according to its uD 
wisdom. “Episcopal ordination” would be a safeguard. But God has not 
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chosen to institute it. He has ordered the churches to set apart, call, 
fit men for the purpose of shepherding the flocks, and no Christian body 
has the right to discuss the question whether “we ought to have a change.” 
The article then proceeds to tell why a ministry procured through the 
call of the congregation is not acceptable. ‘Moreover, if all spiritual 
authority is vested in the congregation, it follows that the congregation 
has the power to ordain.” (Change “ordain” into “call,” and we shall 
accept this as a correct presentation of the Lutheran position.) “What, 
then, does ordination mean? Opinion is here divided. Some say it 
means that the Church is authorizing a man to be its minister.” (Taking 
ordination for the confirmation of the call, we have here again the Lutheran 
position.) “Others lay all the stress on the man’s assurance that he has 
received a call from heaven. This call from heaven is restricted to no one 
form of organization. That does not sound exactly conducive to unity. 
But if the call has come from heaven, it is not within the right of officials 
to forbid it. Congregational leaders insist that this call from heaven dis- 
regards all official lines and comes to some Christian men as it came to 
Amos. Amos was no prophet nor the Son of a prophet. He belonged to 
no priestly or clerical family. But although he belonged to no privileged 
caste and was not qualified by any official initiation, yet he was divinely 
commissioned to deliver the message of the Eternal. What was true of 
the ancient prophet, it is suggested, is also true of the prophet in Christian 
times.” The Lutheran Church refuses to get its ministry in this way, by 
way of the immediate call evidenced to the subject of the call by what he 
terms the inner cali, because the Lord has chosen to issue His call through 
the congregation. But why does the Living Church refuse to accept not 
oly the ministry originating in the “inner call,” but also the ministry 
given to the Church through the call of the congregation? This is the 
argument: “That is to say, the Christian ministry is prophetic, not 
priestly. . . . If the minister is a preacher and nothing else, it is per- 
fectly consistent to maintain that ordination is simply recognition by the 
congregation that a man possesses the religious qualities and prophetic 
gifts suited for a minister and that as such he is set apart for the service 
of the Church.... But if the minister is not a priest, there is no con- 
secration of the eucharistic elements, and his ordination is to a prophetic 
function and not to a priestly.” The argument based on the priestly 
character of the minister will carry weight with the Catholics, Roman and 
Episcopalian Catholics, but none at all with the Lutherans and other 
Protestants. There is no priestly character to base anything on. — Be- 
sides, the whole line of argument is obscure. If ministers were priests, 
We cannot see why the congregational call could not invest them with the 
priestly character as well as the episcopal ordination. E. 


Why the Local Church Fails in Mission-Support. — In an address 
delivered by Dr. F. A. Agar at the Foreign Missions Conference held at 
Atlantic City some of the reasons were pointed out why the local church 
fails in support of missions. He holds that the “one great first cause is 
a1 undisciplined, untaught, easy-going, compromising church-membership.” 

causes worth considering are: „1) expensive new edifices, which 
entail increased overhead; 2) disintegration of the unity of the local 
clurch, since segments of the local church tend to become self-sufficient 
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and unbalanced in their collection and distribution of moneys; 3) dis- 
loyalty of local members to the denominational program; 4) cowardice 
in dealing with incoming members; 5) fear of present members; 6) un- 
trained, unenlisted lay leadership, due often to an unprepared, self-seeking 
clergy; 7) failure to realize a relationship between the center and the 
extremity of the body of Christ (a man may die at the center simply from 
an injury to an extremity); 8) easy-going rather than a cross-bearing 
discipleship; 9) a divisive educational program, much of which is harmful 
because directly related to money production; 10) men are too often 
charged with the sole care of the local church finances, and consequently 
the local church gets its money at the expense of missions; 11) a fair 
amount of mission-money is constantly misappropriated by church officers 
for local church expenses; 12) the individual of more than ordinary 
possibilities has often been neglected and “protected” against personal 
solicitation. Many well-to-do people will not give all they have to dis- 
tribute through local church channels; here then lies a large field for 
personal cultivation. 13) Too often high-pressure methods are used, which 
ultimately tend to lose both the person and his money. 14) The present 
beggar is more obvious than the far-away unsaved. 15) We have gone 
after money instead of after the person. 16) A plea based on needs and 
vision alone is unsound and defeats itself in the end, since obedience and 
love are basic and essential to Christianity. 17) Emotional production 
or the sob story, which often leads to regret and anger, while it does not 
basically build character.” 

Other causes are mentioned which in the opinion of the writer do not 
concern our own circles. Those mentioned above may help to point out 
to us some of the “weak spots” in our system of mission-support, account 
ing for our failure to meet the demands of a mission-budget which is by 
no means extravagant. 

The Watchman-Examiner, from which we have quoted this item, re- 
marks: “The seat of most of our difficulties lies in the life of our local 
churches and in the places whence comes their leadership.” Is that true 
also of our Church? J.T. M. 

The Sad Situation in the Methodist Church. — Some time ago the 
Christian Advocate had raised the question, What is wrong with Method- 
ism? Replying to this question, Dr. Harold Paul Sloan, editor of the 
Essentialist, in this paper draws a picture of conditions in the Methodist 
Church which is simply appalling. We quote some of his sentences (and 
it must be remembered that Dr. Sloan himself is a Methodist): “Bishop 
Berry said some years ago in the Christian Advocate that the Modernist 
group in Methodism were placing representatives of their point of view 
in every conspicuous pulpit, college presidency, and General Conference 
office that became vacant. This statement of the bishop is substantially 
correct and has been correct over a period of more than a decade and 
a half.... The deity of Christ in the sense of His eternal personal pre 
existence, His incarnation by the Holy Ghost of the Virgin Mary, His 
bodily resurrection in the sense that His sepulcher was left open and empty 
on Easter morning, are all being denied and their evidences undermined 
in the outstanding colleges, universities, and seminaries of the Church..-- _ 
At one of our recent annual conferences a local Hebrew Rabbi was brought 
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in for a paid lecture. He repudiated historic Christianity in no uncertain 
terms. He scouted everything miraculous in connection with Jesus... . 
Notwithstanding Dr. Fosdick’s negative views and his pantheistic tenden- 
cies he is invited to write in the young people’s journals of the Methodist 
Church and is allowed to characterize the very central affirmations of 
Christian faith as mythological. When criticized, he is defended by the 
church press almost unanimously, and those who criticized him are denied 
the opportunity of stating their position. ... The Sabbath-school litera- 
ture and other religious educational literature of the Methodist Church is 
honeycombed with antichristian teaching, and has been for more than 
a decade. ... With this condition, so strongly developed in the Church, 
the chief leaders of the Church seem to be wholly unconcerned. Year after 
year they give recognition to unbelieving or to theologically colorless men 
and seem to have no more definite policy than to suppress freedom of 
discussion and avoid the joining of a doctrinal issue within the Church.” 
The Methodists sowed the wind through laxity in doctrine, and now they 
are reaping the whirlwind. May the Lutheran Church here learn a lesson! 


A. 
II. Ausland. 


Ihmels und die Augsburgiſche Konfeffion. über die Vierhundertjahr- 
feier Der Wugsburgifden Ronfeffion aukert fic) auch D. Ihmels in der 
„A. E. L. K.“ Uns intereffiert bor allem der lebte Paragraph, in dem fid 
der ſächſiſche Landesbifdhof iiber den Bekenntniswert der Augsburgiſchen Ron- 
feffion ausfpricft. Cr ſchreibt: ,Der Tag von Augsburg ijt der Geburtstag 


unjerer Rirde. Indem fich aber die evangelifden Stande um das gemein- 
fame Befenntni3 fammelten, bedeutete dad gugleich Abſage gegen die andern 
Lehrweiſen. Yn dem Sinn diirfen auch wir nidt an dem Veriwerfungsurteil 
voriiber, Dak das Bekenntnis gegeniiber der ,Gegenlehre® ausſpricht. An der 
Reife, wie das Bekenntnis das VeriwerfungSsurteil ausſpricht, erheben fic 
denn freilich Fragen, die hier nicht erdrtert werden finnen. Biweierlei aber 
iſt deutlich. Einmal die Unmidglichfeit, Thefis und Antitheſis gugleid gu 
bejahen. Das Vekenntnis fordert bis ins eingelne Hinein ein Ya oder Nein. 
Diefe im Grund triviale Erfenntnis mill aber um fo ernfter betont fein, als 
wit — das ift das andere — im höchſten Ernſt dafiir veranttwortlid find, 
bak bon dem neuen Verftandnis de3 Changeliums, das Gott in der Refor- 
mation der Rirdje fchentte, nichts verlorengeht. Wir find dafiir dem HErrn 
der Kirche verantwortlich, aber auc) fener Gemeinde — und aud) denen, die 
heute uns twiderfpreden. Gewiß, twieder nidt in dem Ginne, als glaubten 
bir, Dak mit dem Bekenntnis unferer Rirde die Entwidlung abgefdlofien 
ſei. Vielmehr marten wir in grofem Ernft darauf, daß der HErr auch fiir 
unſere Zeit feine Verheihung einlöſe, dak Gottes Geift die Seinen in alle 
Wahrheit leiten folle. Mur dah aller Fortſchritt innerhalb der Kirche der 
Reformation aus der Erkenntnis ertwadfe, die Gott feiner Rirde neu 
hentte.” — Diefen lebten Gebdanfen von einer nod) fommenden „Lehr⸗ 
Vertiefung” wird der lutheriſche Chrift gang entidieden ablehnen miiffen, 
will er wirklich zu dem Augsburgifden Bekenntnis voll und gang ja fagen; 
denn jolange er ,mit großem Grnft darauf wartet“, daß noc) einmal etwas 
rLieferes” fommt, als was die UugSburgifde Nonfeffion auf Grund de3 
Cangeliums betennt, muß feine Stellung gu diefem Bekenntnis ſchwankend 
Heiben. Die irrige Meinung von einer nod) bevorftehenden ,,ehrentiwid- 
lung” ober „Lehrfortbildung“ ift ein höchſt gefahrlides wetdoc. J. T. M. 
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Thevlogiefiudierende in Dentidland. „Das Cv. Deutſchland“ beflagt 
den grofen Andrang der deutfden Jugend gum afademijden Studium und 
bemerft: „Obwohl die meiften afademifden Berufe ſchon jest überfüllt 
find, haben dod) faft alle Fakultäten doppelt fo viel Studierende als vor 
dem Krieg. Wie follen diefe vielen jungen Wfademifer in dem verarmten 
Deutidland gu Amt und Brot fommen?“ Im Sommerhalbjahr 1929 be- 
trug die Gefamtgahl der Studierenden in Deutfdland gegen 123,000. Das 
Blatt fdjreibt ferner: ,Diefer Andrang ijt bedngftigend. Crfreulid ijt 
daran nur die Tatſache, dak aud das theologifde Studium an der Stei⸗ 
gerung Anteil hat. 1911 gab e3 an den evangeliſch-theologiſchen Fatul- 
taten Deutfdlands 2,723 Studierende; 1925 waren es nur 1,800, 1928 
aber bereit 8,828 und 1929 fogar 4,311. Die Zahl der jungen Theologen 
hat ſich alfo im Deutfden Reid feit 1925 mehr al verdoppelt. Ym vorigen 
Jahr ift die Vorkriegszahl der Theologen iiberfdritten worden. Man darf 
ertwarten, daß in bier bis ſechs Jahren den meiften ebvangelifden Landes- 
firdjen twieder geniigend Predigtamt3fandidaten gur Verfiigung ftehen wer⸗ 
den, um Die borhandenen Liiden ausgufiillen. Die Wertſchätzung der ein- 
gelnen theologifden Fafultaten Hat ſich gegen früher nicht untvefentlid 
getwwandelt. Die Fiihrung hat im Sommer Tiibingen, im Winter Berlin. 
Tübingen geigt eine Blüte, wie jie noch nie eine theologiſche Fakultät erlebt 
hat. Bei den meiften Fatultaten hat fich gegeniiber der Vorkriegszeit die 
Beſucherzahl ſtark vermehrt, bei vielen fogar verdoppelt (Tiibingen, Verlin, 
Marburg, Erlangen, Gittingen, Greifswald, Königsberg, Roftod). Halle 
hat feinen friiheren Stand wieder erreicht. Leipzig aber bleibt hinter dem 
Stand bon 1911 noch um ein volles Drittel guriid.“ &. ©. Me. 

Der Modernismus in Hamburg. Wie in der Hamburger Volkskirche 
in der Adventszeit gepredigt wird, geigt die ,Cb.-Luth. Freifirde”, die dar- 
über bericjtet (nur teiltveife gitiert): „Am zweiten Adventsfonntag wohnte 
id einem Wbendgottesdienft in einer der Gauptfirden Hamburgs bei. Ich 
twollte mich perſönlich davon iibergeugen, was hier in der Adventszeit dem 
Volk verfiindet wird. Der Paſtor predigte iiber das Cvangelium des Gonn- 
tag3, das bom Ende der Welt handelt; dad heift, er las das Evangelium 
bor, gepredigt hat er das gerade Gegenteil. Gr redete bon der ſchönen 
AdventSgeit, die von alters her das Verlangen nach dem Himmelreid in den 
Hergen der Glaubigen getwedt habe. Yefaias habe von dem Advent geredet 
und gefagt: „Uns ijt ein Rind geboren, ein Sohn ijt und gegeben’ uſw. 
Und als Chriftus gefommen fei, da habe ihm das Volk gugejauchgt und er- 
twartet, Dak dad Himmelreid) nun fame. Chriftus fei von ihnen gegangen, 
und heute nod ſchauten die Leute aus nad ihm und ertwarteten, daß et 
fomme wie ein Dieb in der Nadjt, daß durch eine große Rataftrophe Himmel 
und Erde werde untergehen und dak da werbde fein ein neuer Simmel und 
eine neue Erde. Die AdventSgefdidjte fet aber eine fehr tragifde Ge- 
ſchichte; fie fet ein Gericht über alle, die auf eine Wiederfunft Chrifti und 
ein Endgericht warteten. Seit Yabrhunderten Hatten die Chriften darauf 
getwartet, da das Himmelreich anbredje, daß der HErr wiederfomme und 
die Erde mit großem Krachen vergehe. Aber auf died alles antworte die 
Geſchichte mit einem grofen Nein. Die Chrlidjteit fordere, daß man die 
Wahrheit befenne. Cine foldje Kataftrophe werde nicht Hereinbreden, die 
Geſchichte habe diefen Traum gerftirt. Auch Chriftus falle unter died Gee 
richt. Der Tag fei nist gefommen wie ein Dieb in der Nadt. Er habe 
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geſagt: „Dies Geſchlecht wird nicht vergehen, bis daß dies alle3 gefdhebe‘, 
und das Geſchlecht fei doch bvergangen. Auch Chriftus habe getraumt. 
Darum fei eS notiwendig, dak wir aus dem Traum in die Wirklichfeit ver- 
febt twiirden. Der HErr habe gefagt, er fei gefommen, ein Feuer angu- 
gunden auf Erden. Das fei das Feuer der Liebe, das fei etwas gang 
Neues, wovon man bisher nichts gewußt habe. Das fei die Aufgabe der 
Chriften, Liebe in die Haufer der Menfden gu bringen, das fordere Advent 
pon ihnen.” Die „Freikirche“ bemerkt hiergu: „Armes, betrogenes Volf, 
dad foldjen linglauben anhiren mug, dem Chriſtus, die ewige Wahrheit, 
alg Traumer Hingeftellt wird, den das Urteil treffe, er habe fich getäuſcht, 
er habe getraumt! Armes Volf, dem alle Chriftenhoffnung geraubt wird 
und das in äußeren Liebeswerken das Wefen de3 Chriftentums ſuchen foll!“ 
Aber warum gebraucht diefer moderniftijdhe Hamburger Paftor überhaupt 
nod) Chrijtt Wort, wenn Chriftus nichts anderes alS ein Traumer und 
fein Wort nichts anderes als die reinfte Untwahrheit gewefen ijt? Cin 
ftarfer Betweis fiir die Wahrheit und Göttlichkeit der Schrift liegt gerade 
darin, daß die Moderniſten nicht ohne fie fertig werden fonnen. J. T. M. 
„Der Reidsverband dentfder evangeliſcher Sdhulgemeinden” fagte eine 
Verſammlung fiir den 5. bis 7. April 1930 an. Qn der Cinladung heißt e3 in 
der , Deutfden Lehrergeitung” u.a.: „Soll unfer deutſches Volk in diefer Beit 
innerer und äußerer Not nicht gugrunde gehen, fo muß es guritdfehren gu 
den Quellen feiner alten Kraft: Gottesfurdt und Vaterlandsliebe. Die 
teine Quelle wahrer Gottesfurdht ijt aber die Offenbarung Gottes in feinem 
eingebornen Gohne, unferm hodjgelobten HErrn und Heiland JEſus Chriſtus, 
dem Unfanger und Vollender unſers Glauben3, in dem allein dad Heil fiir 
jede Menſchenſeele und auch fiir die Völker der Erde gu finden ijt. An dem 
gottmenſchlichen Erlöſer, dem gegeben ijt alle Gewalt im Himmel und auf 
Erden, entſcheidet fid) auch da endliche Schidfal unſers armen, geplagten, 
tief gedemiitigten deutfdjen Volkes. Goll aber chriſtlicher Glaube und chriſt⸗ 
lihe Gitte unferm deutſchen Volke erhalten bleiben, fo muß vor allen 
Dingen nach Möglichkeit fiir mahrhaft driftlide Qugendergiehung in Haus 
und Schule Sorge getragen werden. Das ift Biel und Aufgabe aller, die 
ihren HErrn und Heiland und unfer Volk liebhaben. Dads betrachten wir 
als die bornehmfte Miffion unferer evangelifden Sdulgemeindebetwegung. ... 
Ungeheures Elend, Not und Siinde ijt über Volk und Vaterland hereinge- 
brodjen. Der Unglaube erhebt ſchamlos fein Gaupt. Der Kampf atwifden 
Licht und Finſternis, dem Evangelium von JEſus Chrijtus und der wider⸗ 
chriſtlichen modernen Weltanſchauung, wird gang befonder3 auf dem Schul⸗ 
gebiet durchgekämpft werden miiffen. Getreu dem Erbe unferer Vater hat 
der Reichsverband deutſcher evangeliſcher Sdhulgemeinden das Banner des 
Kreuges aufgepflangt und fampft im Geifte des biblifd-reformatorifden 
Chriftentums nach Makgabe feiner Kraft und Erkenntnis um die Schule mit 
der Bibel‘ fiir unfer Volk. Yn feiner jetzigen Geftaltung begeht er in diefem 
dahre fein gehntes Yahresfeft. Yn den Stiirmen der Revolution mit all ihren 
tiefgreifenden Umtmalgungen beffand die allergrößte Gefabr, dak unferm 
volke die chriftlide Schule genommen twurde; fie gu bannen, wurden in 
faft allen Teilen unfers GVaterlandes, zunächſt in Rheinland und Weftfalen, 
ebangeliſche Sdhulgemeinden bon der Elternſchaft im Bunde mit der gleich⸗ 
gejinnten Lehrerfdhaft ins Leben gerufen. Diefe Schulgemeinden ſchloſſen fid 
am 4, Februar 1920 gum Verbande evangeliſcher Schulgemeinden und Cltern- 
25 
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bereinigungen gujammen. Aus diefem Verbande ijt dann in der furgen 
Beit von gehn Jahren im Rahmen de3 alten Hauptverbandes deutſcher evan- 
geliſcher Schulgemeinden und Clternvereinigungen, Lehrer- und Lehrerinnen- 
bereine unfer groper ReidSverband evangelijder Sdhulgemeinden mit vielen 
Hunderten bon Ortsgruppen und Unterverbanden entftanden, der nun in den 
Tagen bom 5. bis gum 7. April eine machtvolle Rundgebung fiir die Schule mit 
der Bibel an dem Ort feiner Griindung gu veranftalten gedenft.... Cban- 
geliſche Chriften, evangelijde Lehrer, evangeliſche Vater und Mütter, begeugt 
eure Liebe gur Qugend und gu dem Erbe der Vater im Kampf fiir die wahr⸗ 
Haft chriſtliche Schule, indem ihr euch an der Qubilaumstagung des Reichs⸗ 
berbande3 deutfder evangelifder Schulgemeinden zahlreich beteiligt! Es foll 
alle3 gefdehen, euch den Wufenthalt in der neuen Stadt Wuppertal durd 
GajtfreundjdGaft gu erleichtern und lehrreich und angenehm gu _ geftalten. 
Der HErr, unfer Gott, aber gebe auch gu diefer Tagung feinen Segen, gur 
Ehre feines großen Namens, gum Heile unferer Qugend, unferer Schule und 
Kirche, unſers Volkes und Vaterlandes!“ — Vorſtehendes iſt ſicherlich gut 
gemeint und wird auch manchen Eltern zu einer Mahnung werden, ihre 
Kinder nicht ohne Unterricht in Gottes Wort und chriſtliche Zucht aufwachſen 
gu laſſen. Aber das angeſtrebte Biel, „die wahrhaft chriſtliche Schule“, wird 
erft Dann erreicht werden, wenn die driftliden „Schulgemeinden“ fic gu 
chriſtlichen Ortsgemeinden entwickeln, die bereit find, in freikirchlicher Ver⸗ 
bindung, wie fiir die Ausbildung bon wabhrhaft chriſtlichen Paſtoren, fo aud 
fiir die Ausbildung von ebenfo befdhaffenen Vehrern gu forgen. Auch bei 
wohlmeinenden chriſtlichen Vehrern find die Begriffe über die Geftaltung des 
chriſtlichen Schulunterricht3 vielfach noch ungeflart. Bu derfelben Nummer 
der „Deutſchen Lehrergeitung” fdreibt jemand: „Das Deutfehtum wird im 
Mittelpunk der Crgiehung gu ftehen haben, deutſche Kulturgiiter twird fie 
den Schülern in erſter Vinie gu geben haben, damit deutfde Jünglinge und 
Deutfde Madden Herangebildet werden.“ Das ließe ſich recht verftehen. 
Gine Qugendergiehung, die nidt aud) die nationale Gefinnung pflegt, ift 
ein Vergehen gegen gottlide und menſchliche Ordnung. Uber der Redakteur 
der ,Deutiden Lehrergeitung” fühlt fich doch mit Recht veranlaßt, in einer 
Fußnote die Vemerfung Hingugufiigen: „In unfern evangelifden Bekenntnis- 
ſchulen muß felbftverftandlid ba3 Changelium die Zentralfonne fein; 
Dadurd) wird die wahrhaft deutfde Erziehung nur vertieft und gefördert 
werden.” Das trifft auch in begug auf unfere amerikaniſchen Sdulverhalt- 
niffe gu. Wir werden nur dann „wahrhaft amerifanifde Jünglinge und 
Madchen” ergiehen, twenn wir bet der Erziehung „das Evangelium die 
Bentralfonne” fein laffen. Wir behaupten daher mit Redjt, dak unfere drift 
lichen Gemeindeſchulen nicht nur fiir die Kirche, fondern aud fiir den Staat 
ein Gegen find. F. P. 
Recent Calumny Against Luther. — In a copyrighted article the 
Protestant writes the following about a “new calumny against Luther”: 
“The hatred of Martin Luther which has rankled four hundred years in 
the hearts of the Popes and their enthroned hierarchy has expressed itself 
not only in deeds of persecution and massacre of his followers, but in 
enough libels to load many freight-trains. The favorite defamatory in- 
vention peddled by the Church of Rome against the Reformer in recent 
years has been the assertion that he broke away from papal authority 
because he wished to marry. That a man would not be permitted, without 
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leaving the Roman Church, to do that which the Papacy says Jesus Christ 
made a sacrament is certainly no credit to that Church. 

“But now comes the Tablet, diocesan organ of the Roman archbishop 
enthroned in Brooklyn, with an explanation of Luther’s incentive for 
washing his hands of popery which is entirely new. It abandons the libel 
that has recently been so overworked and substitutes the declaration that 
it was jealousy because the local archbishop of Rome had chosen Johann 
Tetzel instead of Luther to sell indulgences in Germany. The harshness 
of the language in which that averment is expressed contrasts strangely 
with the ceaseless Roman Catholic prating about toleration. Answering 
a question as to why Luther left the Church of Rome, the Brooklyn paper 
said on January 11: ‘The reason commonly advanced by historians for 
his defection from the Church and his terrible tirade against her was the 
fact that Archbishop Albert of Brandenburg had selected Tetzel, a Domin- 
ican, rather than him, to spread the doctrine of indulgences in Germany on 
the occasion of the building of the great St. Peter’s at Rome. His anger 
was so intense, his envy so fierce, that he immediately began to attack the 
nature and doctrine of indulgences and later on practically everything that 
was near and dear to the heart of every Catholic.’ 

“That members and agents of an institution which thus tramples on 
well-authenticated facts are permitted to occupy history chairs in many 
of our colleges and universities is tragic. ... When the venality then 
gathering the wealth of the world into the papal coffers resorted to the 
device of selling indulgences to commit monstrous sins, Luther was appalled 
at the brazen performance. To say that he sought, or would have accepted, 
authority to engage in that ungodly traffic is impudently false. There is 
nowhere a shred of evidence in support of that wanton libel. On the other 
hand, in his capacity as a priest he received Roman Catholics in the con- 
fessional who boldly declined to express penitence for their sins. On his 
refusal to absolve them, they produced their indulgences, which they re- 
garded as removing the necessity of absolution. ... It was this nefarious 
traffic and his personal observations in Rome that shook the honest and 
heroic Luther and drove him to face in open revolt the ecclesiastical 
despotism that had burned John Huss and Jerome of Prague at the stake 
at the Council of Constance for such revolt. It does not lie in the mouth 
of Roman prelates and their diocesan organs now to malign the memory 
of Luther, who escaped their vengeance only by the quick and adroit action 
of friends who seized and hid him in Wartburg Castle. Unarmed and 
helpless except for the divine protection, he concluded his defense before 
the Diet of Worms in the words, ‘Here I stand. I cannot do otherwise. 
God help me.’ 

“He was there as the exponent of Christian liberty. The most powerful 
and brutal autocracy in the history of the world was thirsting for his 
blood. His achievement brought also civil liberty. He laid the foundation 
of the democratic institutions that now cover most of the earth. He is one 
of the foremost heroes and benefactors of all the centuries. No papal 
calumny, not all of them together, can sully his fame or dim the luster 
of his unique contribution to human welfare. Out of the Reformation 
have arisen the ethics and law, the liberty and justice, the schools and 
governments, the ideals and aspirations, of the modern world. It marks 
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the parting of the ways. It terminated the dark centuries of papal and 
imperial oppression. It turned men from popery to God. Its effects were 
carried across the Atlantic and swept into the New World. They measure 
the contrast of the United States with Latin America. No man since the 
Apostolic Age has so stirred and blessed mankind as Martin Luther. 
Time has not diminished his stature. In character and intellect and 
courage he towers immeasurably above all the Popes of Rome. He is an 
outstanding figure in the landscape of history.” J.T. M. 
Wo die grofe Not Dentfdlands liegt. Wir leſen in der „Deutſchen 
Lehrergeitung”: ,Obne Zweifel liegen in der Ynduftrialifierung der Maſſen 
ſchwere fittlicje Gefahren; die Urſachen unferer religidfen Volksnot aber 
feben wir in dem Ginfluffe des bom modernen Menjdengeift beherrſchten 
theologijden Liberali8mus, der dem Volke Steine ftatt Brot reidt. Wo 
Gotte3 Wort Lauter und rein verfiindet wird, da betweift e3 ſich auch heute 
nod al8 eine GotteStraft, die da felig macht alle, die dDaran glauben.“ Das 
ift ein billig gutreffendes Urteil. Den „theologiſchen Liberalismus” pflegen 
aber nicht nur die gewöhnlich fo genannten „liberalen Theologen”, fondern 
auch die unter lutheriſchem Namen gehenden Theologen, die die unfehlbare 
göttliche Autoritat der Schrift beftreiten und des Menſchen Bekehrung und 
Seligkeit nicht allein auf Gotte3 Gnade, fondern auch auf das menjdlide 
Wohlverhalten gründen. überhaupt hat fich in unferer Beit ein irrefiihren- 
der theologijder Sprachgebrauch herausgebildet. Wir unterfdeiden zwiſchen 
nliberalen” und ,pofitiben” Theologen in dem Ginne, dak wir die „liberal“ 
nennen, welche auSgefprodenermafen aus der driftlidjen Religion ein Pro- 
duft der menfdliden Vernunft maden wollen, wahrend twir foldjen Theo- 
logen, die noch Teile der dhriftlidjen Religion fefthalten wollen, das Pradifat 
„poſitiv“ beilegen. Wber dies Pradifat fommt, genau geredet, nur denen 
gu, die in allen Stücken bet dem bleiben, was ein fiir allemal in der Schrift 
gefebt ijt. Wer ſich Abzüge davon erlaubt, treibt nicht mehr „poſitive“, 
fondern negatibe Theologie. Dasfelbe gilt von dem Ausdruck „kon⸗ 
feffionelle Theologie”. Konfeſſionell-lutheriſch find nur die Theologen, die 
in ihrer theologijden Erkenntnis fo tweit gefirdert find, dak fie die Lehre 
des lutheriſchen Bekenntniſſes als ſchriftgemäß erfannt haben und tatfadlid 
gu lehren imftande find. F. P. 
Wollen fein Mitleid und keine Unterſtützung vom Ausland. Yn der 
wl. E. L. K.“ leſen wir folgendes über den „Heiligen Synod“ der ruffifd- 
griechiſchen Kirche: „Der Heilige Synod‘ proteſtiert gegen das Eintreten 
ausländiſcher Chriſten fiir die verfolgten Chriſten in Rußland. Die Mit- 
glieder des Synod unter dem Vorſitz des Stellvertreters des Patriarchen, des 
Metropoliten Sergius, lehnen grundſätzlich und in außerordentlich ſcharfer 
Form alle Verſuche ab, Schub- oder Hilfsaktionen andersgläubiger Kirchen⸗ 
führer gu dulden, und werfen diefen — mit dem Papfte an der Spike — bor, 
dak fie weniger den Schutz unterdriidter Chriften als politifde Ziele, namlid 
die Aufreigung gu Yntervention und Krieg gegen den Sotvjetftaat, beab- 
fidtigen. Im iibrigen ftellt die Rundgebung feft, ‚daß die jebtigen Führer 
der ruſſiſchen Kirche die eingige Möglichkeit gu weiterer firdlider Arbeit in 
vollauf loyaler Ginftellung gum jebigen Staate fehen, daß in Rufland 
Prieſter und Glaubige nidt wegen religidfer Abergeugungen verfolgt werden. 
Wo Repreffalien vorfimen, handle es fic) um ftaat3feindlidje Haltung ein- 
gelner Prieſter, die ja bei der jabrelangen offenen Feindfdaft der Kirche 
gegen den neuen Staat keineswegs felten fei. Innerhalb der beftehenden 
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Gejege lebe die Kirche ungehindert. Kirchenſchließungen erfolgten nicht 
aus der Ynitiative der Regierung, fondern auf Wunſch der Bevölkerung. 
Der Priefternadhwuds twerde individuell ausgebildet, da Mittel fiir eine 
Afademie fehlen; aber im gangen feien die Mittel der Gemeinden aus- 
reidend, die Rirde ohne auslandijde Unterftiikung gu unterhalten. Die 
Rirde fet natürlich durd) das rafde Anwadhfen de3 Atheismus beunrubigt, 
fei aber des feſten Glaubens, daß das göttliche Licht nicht verſchwinden, fon- 
dern feft in den Herzgen wurzeln twerde’.” — Während wir dies ſchreiben, 
meldet eine Depeſche aus Rußland, daß der Metropolitan Sergius wegen 
ſeiner Stellungnahme für die Sowjetregierung in einer Kirche tätlich ange⸗ 
griffen und beſchimpft worden iſt. Es dürften neue Schreckensſzenen folgen, 
wenn die Nachricht auf Wahrheit beruht. F. P. 
Wiedereinführung des Mutterrechts. Im „Friedensboten“ ſchreibt 
Dr. Dennert: „Wiedereinführung des Mutterrechts empfehlen die Fran- 
zoſen R. Chochon, E. de Girardin, Adam ſowie der Schweizer Forel. Leider 
ſteht es ja fo, daß heutzutage .freie Liebe‘ und Eheſcheidungen immer mehr 
und mehr gur Aufldfung der Familie als der Grundlage de3 Staates 
führen. Da foll nun eine Reform der Familie helfen, namlid ein Zurück⸗ 
gehen auf das Mutterredht der Urgeit, bet dem die Mtutter das Oberhaupt 
der Familie war. Dadurch wird der Vater befeitigt, ebenfo der Unter⸗ 
{died zwiſchen ebeliden und uneheliden Rindern, denn dadurd wird die 
unebelide Mutterfdaft ehrenwert. Es wird behauptet, daß jene Urgeit 
durch das Mutterredht eine Beit des Frieden3 und Wohlſtandes war [2]; 
und fo erboffen die genannten Manner dasfelbe auch heute nod) von der 
Wiedereinfiihrung def Mutterrechts. Natürlich find dies höchſt gefährliche 
Utopien. elfen fann nur eine ethijdj-religisfe Wiedergeburt und be- 
wußtes Chrijtentum.” Der lebten, gang widtigen Bemerfung fonnte nod 
hingugefiigt werden, dak es niemals ein „Mutterrecht der Urgeit” gegeben 
hat. Nach dem mofaifden Sdhipfungsberidt wurde das „Vaterrecht“ gleid 
am Unfang der Menfdengefdidte etabliert. Das „Mutterrecht“ trat erſt 
{pater als Folge der Siinde auf und fand fich nur unter vereingelten Volk3- 
ftammen, aber immer als Perberfion der urfpriinglidjen göttlichen Ordnung. 


Zur Verbreitung der Bibel. Hierüber beridtet das „Kirchenblatt“, 
gitiert in der ,, uth. Kirchenzeitung“, wie folgt: „Alle, die Gottes Reich in 
der Heidentwelt und in der Heimat bauen möchten, intereffiert gewiß die 
gunehmende Verbreitung der Bibel. Von der Vritifden und Auslandifden 
Bibelgeſellſchaft ijt im letzten Yahre die Bibel wieder in fiinfgehn neuen 
Spraden herausgegeben tworden. Neun dieſer iberfebungen fallen auf 
Ufrita, zwei auf die Siidfeeinfeln und vier auf Europa. Unter den lebteren 
ift aud) die Bibel in plattdeutſcher Sprache. Wie man oft gang wunderbar 
für die itberfebte Bibel Verwendung findet, betweift das Folgende: Vor 
bielen Jahren war bon einem Ruſſen, der in feiner Arbeit bon George Borrow 
unterftiigt tourde, eine itberfebung de3 Neuen Teftaments in Mandſchuriſch 
angefertigt und bon der Britiſchen BibelgefellfHaft gedrucdt worden. George 
Borrow und feine Freunde Hatten gehofft, dak die Mandſchus, falls fie 
Chriſten wiirden, gang China fiir das Chriftentum getwinnen twiirden. Aber - 
fein eingige3 GEremplar dieſer überſetzung wurde abgefebt. Best hat ein 
China-Ynland-Miffionar in BZentralafien eine Rolonie bon 40,000 Mand- 
{Gus gefunden und bittet um jede3 Teftament in diefer Spradje, das die 
Geſellſchaft befibt. So war die Arbeit doc nicht vergeben3.” J. T. M. 
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Australian and New Zealand Lutheran Periodicals. — The Aus- 
tralian Lutheran calls attention to two Lutheran papers which, in spite 
of their humble and modest appearance, nevertheless proclaim and defend 
Luther’s doctrine in important fields. It writes: “Our brethren in New 
Zealand have commenced the publication of a church-paper in the interest 
of their work. It bears the title Defender of the Faith. Pastor H. Bruhn 
is the editor. The paper is printed in pamphlet form and is artistically 
got up. Its contents are principally a defense of the Bible against Mod- 
ernism.” — Of the second paper it says: “Few of our readers will know 
that there is a newspaper bearing this name [Kristarinja Welanbarinjaka 
Pepa] published in South Australia, or, to be more exact, in the Northern 
Territory. It is the first Lutheran periodical to be published for the 
Australian aboriginals. Pastor Albrecht, of the Hermannsburg mission- 
station in Central Australia, is the editor and the printer, the ‘printing’ 
being done on a duplicator.” * oy We 

The Chinese Bible Society.— In spite of the turmoils of war and 
the confusion of political unrest, Christians in China found time to or- 
ganize a Chinese Bible Society. The Sunday-school Times reports: “In 
the spring of 1927, during the dark days of the Communist uprising, when 
the land was racked from end to end, a number of Chinese met and or- 
ganized a Chinese Bible Society. They had a good precedent, for it was 
in the dark times of the Napoleonic wars that the British and Foreign 
Bible Society was founded. Their immediate purpose was to direct and 
extend colportage of the Scriptures in the two Kwang provinces, Kwang- 


tung and Kwangsi, and to stimulate Chinese Christians to more active 
support of the Bible work. This South China Bible Society has enrolled 
five hundred sustaining members and is stirring the churches to the ob- 
servation of Bible Sunday. On October 20, 1928, the first annual Bible 
Society meeting was held in Canton. It is a little plantling from the 
point of view of finance, but it is planted, and that is the thing of first 


importance.” J.T. M. 
Kirchengemeinſchaften in Siidafrifa. Nach einer Mitteilung im „Eb.⸗ 
Ruth. Gemeindeblatt” twurden, wie der letzte Benfus nachweiſt, in Siidafrifa 
aus einer Bebdlferung von 1,519,488 nur 3,208 Perſonen vorgefunden, 
welche erflarten, daß fie feiner Rirde angehirten. Unter den in Siidafrifa 
bertretenen Kirchengemeinſchaften weifen die acht größten folgende Glieder- 
gabl auf: holländiſche Kirchen: 383,982; Epiffopale: 294,026; Methodiften: 
102,771; Presbyterianer: 74,999; Ratholifen: 61,246; Lutheraner: 19,098; 
Baptiſten: 15,414; Kongregationalijten: 10,598. Demnach ftehen die Luthe- 
theraner in Südafrika, nach numeriſcher Starke geredjnet, an ſechſter Stelle. 
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Beendigung eines Streites ohne Unionismus. Hierüber berichtete 
Präſes H. A. Preus von der Norwegiſchen Synode in einem Jahresbericht, 
der im neunten Jahrgang von „Lehre und Wehre“ (1868) in deutſcher 
iberfegung mitgeteilt iſt. Da heißt es S. 276: „Nicht weniger groß iſt die 
Barmhergigkeit, welche Gott unſerer Gemeinſchaft grade in dieſen Streit⸗ 
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tagen dadurch betwiefen hat, daß er die Paftoren... in einem Glauben 
und Befenninis mit uns vereinigt hat. Das war feine von den in unfrer 
Beit fo beliebten Unionen, dergleichen gu ftiften von feiner Seite gewünſcht 
wurde; denn twas fann eine folde Vereinigung niigen, die in ihrem Grund 
gottlo$ ift, da Die fogenannten unierten Parteien einander geradegu ent- 
gegengefebte Lehren glauben und befennen? Wei der nach der vorigen 
Synode mit den teuren Brüdern gepflogenen Beratung gingen wir die ver 
fdiedenen Lehrpunfte griimbdlich durch, itber welche bisher zwiſchen ihnen und 
un3 Streit gefiihrt worden war. Da fie ſich nun in diefen Punften mit uns 
in Dem Bekenntnis der reinen Lehre einig erflarten und ferner den Ent- 
ſchluß ausfpraden, Wufnahme in unſere Synode gu begehren, wir auch 
unjererfeit3 fein Hindernis fanden, das der Ausführung im Wege geftanden 
ware, und da fie deshalb fpater an unjern redigerfonferengen Anteil 
nagmen, fo fonnten wir uns nur mit Dank und Preis gegen Gott iiber diefen 
Schritt freuen, durch welchen uns Gott nad feiner Gnade gu einer Bei- 
legung dieſes Schismas gefiihrt hat, infolgedeffen fo mance unferer Land3- 
leute unſerer Gemeinfdaft als Feinde gegeniibergeftanden find. Wir 
hoffen, daß der HErr nach feiner Gnade fein Werk vollfiihren wird, aud 
deren Gemeinden mit den unfrigen in einem Glauben gu einer Gee 
meinfdaft gu bereinigen.” F. P. 

Von wem Luther verſtanden wird. Erasmus weigerte ſich anfangs, 
gegen Luther zu ſchreiben, mit der Begründung: „Luther iſt zu groß, als 
daß ich wider ihn ſchreiben könnte. Ja, Luther iſt zu groß, als daß er von 
mir verſtanden werden ſollte. Ja, Luther iſt ſo groß, daß ich aus der 
Leſung eines Mättleins in Luthers Schriften mehr lerne und Nutzen 
ziehe als aus dem gangen Thomas [von Aquino].“ (Zitiert in Walthers 
Paſtorale, S. 12, aus Gerhards Confessio Catholica, fol.59.) Auf den⸗ 
felben Punkt kommt Gerhard in ſeinen Loci, L. de Ecclesia, g 239. Luther 
verjteht nur, wer durch Gottes Gnade glaubt, wie Luther glaubt, nämlich 
dak er mit allem, was er bon Natur ift, denft, will und tut, unter dem 
Verdammungsurteil de3 göttlichen Gefebes liegt und daneben durch 
Wirking de3 Heiligen Geiftes Gottes Evangelium glaubt, da3 ihm 
um Chriſti ftellvbertretender Genugtuung willen die Vergebung aller feiner 
Giinden gufagt oder, was daSfelbe ift, ihn geredht{pridt. Wenn auch nicht 
alle Chriſten diefe Erfahrung in dem hohen Grade madden wie Luther, fo 
miiffen fie doch, was die mefentlichen Stücke anlangt, durch diefelbe geijtliche 
Sdule gehen. Sie miiffen die fiducia sui, das Vertrauen auf die eigene 
Geredhtigteit bor Gott, verlieren und die Gewiſſensſchrecken durd das Ver- 
trauen auf die bon Chrifto eriworbene Gerechtigfeit iibertwinden. Und dieſe 
Erfahrung von der Wirkung de3 Geſetzes und de3 Evangelium auf Herz 
und Gewiſſen gieht fic) durch das gange Chriftenleben hindurd. F. P. 

Das Leiden Chriſti als furchtbarſte Geſetzespredigt und als tröſtlichſte 
Glaubenspredigt. Hierüber leſen wir in der „Freikirche“: „Das Geſchlecht 
unſerer Tage will nichts mehr von Buße wiſſen, von Reue und Leid über 
die Sünde. Sünde ſoll nicht mehr ſein, was ſie iſt, Verachtung des heiligen 
Gotteswillens und darum Beleidigung der allerhöchſten Majeſtät Gottes 
ſelbſt. Entſchuldbare Schwachheit nennt man's, bedauernswerte Krankheit, 
notwendige Folge aus unglücklichen Verhältniſſen oder gar gutes Recht der 
Natur. Mit ſolchen und ähnlichen Erklärungen will man den Ernſt der 
Sünde abſchwächen und die Verantwortung dafür leugnen. Auch die Chriſten 
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find in Gefabr, von foldem Beitgeift angeftedt gu werden und die Sünde 
leicht gu nehmen. Da lerne nun aus dem Reiden deines GHeilande3, tie 
greulich in Gottes Augen die Sünde ift und mie furdhtbar fein Zorngeridt 
entbrennt, womit er die Sünde heimſucht. Denn Chriftus ift das Lamm 
Gottes, dad der Welt Siinde tragt und auf dem die Strafe liegt, nämlich die 
Strafe Gottes fiir deine und meine, fiir aller Menſchen Siinde. Go viel 
mug, der heilige Gotte3fohn geplagt werden, daß jeder daraus erfenne, wie 
Gott ein vergehrend Feuer ift, wie ſchrecklich e3 ijt, in die Hande de3 leben⸗ 
digen Gottes gu fallen. Jeder Schlag, der deinen Heiland trifft und did 
eigentlid) hatte treffen follen, mug dir darum eine ernfte Buppredigt fein, 
daß du anfängſt, über deine Sünde gu erſchrecken und dein Giindenelend gu 
betweinen. Ya: ,Weinet iiber euch felbjt und über eure Kinder!’ Doch vor 
allem Ddiirfen wir mit innigem Dank und tiefer Freude fingen: ,Dein 
Schmerzen muß mein Labſal fein.‘ Denn die Strafe liegt darum auf ihm, 
dak wir Frieden Hatten, und durch feine Wunden find wir gebeilt. Als 
unfer Bürge und Stellvertreter hat der HErr der Herrlichkeit fid ans Kreug 
ſchlagen laſſen und hat damit den Zorn Gottes geftillt. Für did, dir 
gugut, das ift der Hauptidliiffel, der un3 das Verftandnis fiir das Leiden 
dieſes Geredten öffnet. Das Lämmlein ift der große Freund und Heiland 
meiner Geelen; den, den hat Gott gum Giindenfeind und Sühner wollen 
wablen’, ja, gum Giihner deiner Giindenfduld. Go hat es der GHeiland 
felbft gefagt, daß er gebe fein Leben gu einer Begahlung fiir viele. Und fo 
haben es uns die Apoftei und fdon die Propheten durd den Heiligen Geift 
gedeutet, daß wir an Chrifto die Erlöſung haben dure fein Blut, namlid die 
Vergebung der Giinden. Troft und Erquicdung fiir alle wunden Gewiſſen, 
fiir alle fchulbdbedriidten Geelen, fiir alle vor Tod und Holle gitternden Her- 
gen ijt bier gu finden. Weil Gottes Sohn unſchuldig litt, darum follen wir 
Schuldigen jebt nidt mehr leiden, was wir verdient haben, fondern frei 
fein, gang fret und fiir immer fret von aller Verdammnis. Go fdaue im 
Glauben auf die Wunden und Striemen feines Leibes und auf die Angit 
feiner Geele. Aus einer Liebe, die alles Denfen überſteigt, hat er dad alles 
freitvillig auf fic genommen, um durd ein Opfer in Ewigkeit gu vollenden, 
die da gebeiligt werden. Welchen Segen wirft du haben aus der Vetradtung 
der heiligen Paſſion FEfu, wenn du aus dem Yammer und der Not deines 
Hergens auf ihn blickſt und fingft: ‚All' Sind’ Haft du getragen, fonft müßten 
twir bergagen. Erbarm' dich unfer, gib uns deinen Frieden, o JEſul‘“ 
F. P. 
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Biblia Hebraica. Adjuvantibus A. Alt, G. Beer, J. A. Bewer, F. Buhl, 
J. Hempel, F. Horst, M. Loehr, O. Procksch, G. Quell, W. Rudolph, 
cooperante A. Sperber. Edidit Rud. Kittel. Textum Masoreticum 
curavit P.Kahle. Editio tertia, denuo elaborata. Liber Genesis. 
Praeparavit Rud. Kittel. 79 Seiten 64%X9%. Liber Jesaiae. Prae- 
paravit Rud. Kittel. 93 Seiten. SPrivilegierte Wiirttembergifde Bibel- 
anftalt, Stuttgart. 

Jn Rr. 2 diefer Zeitſchrift, S. 154, erwahnten wir die herdorragenden Ver- 
dienfte des kürzlich verftorbenen Profeffors Rudolf Kittel um die hebräiſche Bibel 
und bemertten, dak eine neue Ausgabe in Vorbereitung fei. Seitdem find nun 
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pie beiden erften Gieferungen Ddiefer neuen Ausgabe, Genefis und Jefajas, er- 
{dhienen. Die weiteren Teile des Alten Teftaments follen in furgen Abſtänden 
folgen. Das Werk tritt in volltommen neuer Geftalt vor die gelehrte Welt, 
äußerlich ſowohl al8 aud fadlid. Cin etwas größeres Format ijt gewahlt wor⸗ 
den mit griferen Typen, was ein groper Vorteil ift. Es iſt jekt entſchieden die 
ſchönſte hebräiſche Bibel, die ich tenne. Der kritiſche Apparat ift der überſicht 
wegen in zwei Wbteilungen gerlegt, fo dak man leicht bloke Varianten und wirk— 
lide Textänderungen unterfdeiden fann — ebenfalls fehr vorteilhaft. Bor allem 
aber ift ber mafforetifche Text in der alteften erreichbaren Geftalt dargeboten, und 
Kittel hatte dabei den auch) auf dem Vitelblatt genannten Gelehrten, Prof. Paul 
Rable, herangegogen, deffen Forſchungen, Funde und Entdedungen während der 
legten Jahrzehnte jegt die altefte und genauefte Tertgeftalt miglid machen. Das 
Nähere darüber fagt in der Borrede Kittel felbft und ein giweites Vorwort von 
Kable. ES wird nun ein fo genauer Lert des Alten Teftaments dargeboten, wie 
er fonft nod) nidt miglich war. Cin Vorteil ift auch, dak man nun die eingelnen 
Bücher eingeln befommen fann. L. Firbhringer. 


How to Understand the Gospels. By Anthony C. Deane, M.A., Vicar of 
All Saints’, Ennismore Gardens, and Hon. Canon of Worcester 
Cathedral. Harper & Bros., New York and London. 212 pages, 
5X8. Price, $1.50. 


It is to be regretted that a book as useful as this one for informing 
people on the present status of Gospel criticism should be vitiated by 
rejection of the plenary inspiration of the Scriptures and the assumption 
of errors in the sacred narrative. The author does not wish to be classed 
as a Modernist; but he thinks, for instance, that Matthew did not write 
the gospel which bears his name and that even in the speeches of Jesus 
which he admits Matthew wrote “misunderstandings may occasionally 
have colored a sentence” (p.112). On the other hand, he believes in the 
deity of Christ and defends the doctrine of the virgin birth of the Savior. 
In a way, this work supplements Dr. Streeter’s large book The Four 
Gospels, which appeared in 1925 and has been hailed as the standard work 
on the subject in the English language. Our author is more conservative 
than Streeter and is frank to criticize him in several important points. 
The book opens with two chapters of a general nature, entitled “The Birth 
of the Gospels” and “The Source of the Gospels.” The chapters which 
follow take up each Gospel separately. In discussing the situation in which 
the gospels arose, Canon Deane says: “The Church had been in existence 
for a whole generation before the earliest of our gospels was written. 
It was the Church which brought the gospels into existence, not the gospels 
which brought the Church” (p.15). The last sentence is very misleading. 
It might produce the impression that the Church created the gospels. In 
fact, that is the opinion many critics to-day express. The truth of the 
matter is, of course, that, while the Church was in existence before the 
gospels were written, it owed its existence to the very message which the 
four gospels have preserved in writing. In the chapter on the sources of 
the gospels, Canon Deane criticizes the two-document hypothesis, namely, 
the view that Mark and Q (Quelle), or the Logia, formed the sources which 
Matthew and Luke used in writing their gospels. He likewise criticizes 
the four-document hypothesis of Dr. Streeter, according to which there 
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were two other sources besides Mark and the Logia, namely, one each for 
Matthew and Luke. He next gives a brief account of the hypothesis which 
since the war became prominent in Germany and which is based on what is 
called Formgeschichte. Our author characterizes it thus (p.34): “This 
method holds that there were current in the first days of the Church, tradi- 
tions of our Lord’s teaching grouped according to subject and form; one 
group of His apocalyptic sayings, another of His practical exhortations, etc., 
and that these groups of sayings, originally collected for oral teaching, are 
the main material of the written gospels. The critics of this school seem 
as yet to be considerably at variance among themselves, and their views 
have not gained many adherents outside Germany.” Quite correctly he 
says that the weakness of this method consists in attempting to lay down 
“impossible rigid rules of form” (p. 35). In his view the solution of the 
so-called synoptic problem will probably be found in the “multiple-docu- 
ment” theory, which holds that “Mark, Matthew, and Luke alike were based 
on some of the many earlier gospels or fragments of gospels to which 
St. Luke refers in his preface” (p. 37 ff.). Likewise in the chapters which 
are devoted to a discussion of the separate gospels a wealth of interesting 
and instructive information is spread before the reader. The book confirms 
the view that the two-source theory, which repeatedly has been proclaimed 
the grand modern achievement in the field of New Testament scholarship, 
is now on the defensive and may soon be generally discarded. The above 
account, with its quotations, will suffice to show that we are here dealing 
with a useful book. But whoever reads it should not forget the caution 
implied in the first sentence of our review. W. ARNDT. 


Vision and Authority. By John Oman. 352 pages, 8X51. Harper & 
Brothers, New York & London. Price, $3.00. 


The Bible through the Centuries. By Herbert L. Willett. 337 pages, 
814 X51. Willett, Clark & Colby, Chicago & New York. Price, $3.00. 

These two books, fair specimens of the voluminous literature put 
forth in the present world-wide assault upon the authority of the Bible, 
will benefit the Bible Christian in that they disclose, in all its wretchedness, 
what is offered us in place of the Bible. The book of Dr. Oman, of Cam- 
bridge (which possesses great literary excellence), is aimed primarily at 
the authority of the Church. “The old external authority of the Church 
is a halting-place we have in God’s wise providence long passed.” And 
that is well. But along with the authority of the Church the authority 
of the Bible must be cast overboard. An infallible Scripture, in his 
opinion, needs an infallible Church; else the controversies engendered by 
the principle “Thus saith Scripture” would be unlimited. (182f.) Both 
must go. “The teacher of divine truth will not care to stop with author- 
ities either of the Church or of the Scriptures.” We must no longer 
“draw doctrines from Holy Writ like legal decisions from the statute 
book.” And Christ Himself must go. “Christ never sets Himself as the 
absolute external authority of the perfect truth in opposition to the im- 
perfect authority of the finite and sinful spirit within.” “Even Christ 
Himeelf is not our Rabbi. Even He does not demand from man uninquiring 
acceptance of His verdict.” Then what is to be our authority, our guide, 
in place of the Bible, in place of Christ speaking through the Bible! 
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“Christ encourages His disciples to rise above the rule of authorities and 
to investigate till each is his own authority.” The greater part of the 
book is devoted to exalting this new authority along the lines familiar 
to the reader of Gen. 3, 5. “Christ never offers a word of Scripture as a 
final reason for belief. His final appeal is always to the heart taught by 
God.” “Exclusively He addresses Himself to the primal spiritual author- 
ity in man —the spiritual vision, which discerns things spiritual.” This 
“yltimate divine authority which speaks in our own hearts” knows nothing, 
of course, of Christ’s redemption. All it sees is “that God’s will is love 
and God’s goal freedom”; it “rests on the universal grounds of truth and 
holiness,” “whilst humility, kindness, patience, love, are radiant in the 
open vault of a heaven cleared from cloud and storm-rock.” Thus man’s 
own Pelagianistic thoughts are set up as the supreme authority, the guide 
to salvation, and, besides, full scope is to be given to man’s untrammeled 
fancies despite the restriction implied in the phrase that the heart must, 
of course, be taught by God. The author has chosen his title Vision and 
Authority advisedly. His idea of an authority is thus expressed: “The 
true pope and ambassador of heaven sits, not in Rome, . . . but in heavenly 
places, seeing visions and dreaming dreams.” We are not ready to found 
our faith on anything so unsubstantial as dreams. Luther warns us 
against those spirits who “would teach us to sail on the clouds and ride 
upon the wind” (XX, 203). They are bound to be wrecked. Dr. Oman 
himself plainly tells us that, if we would embark with him, we must leave 
the Biblical religion behind. “As for the orthodox scheme of divine salva- 
tion, it is not convincing to the intellect or the conscience or the heart 
and may even arouse the active opposition of all three to what is at once 
a niggardly display of God’s goodness and a shuffling with the stern facts 
of individual responsibility” (239. 233). 

Professor Willett, of the University of Chicago, sets out to tell, in 
simple language, “the whole fascinating story: how the Bible came to be; 
its authorship; its inspiration; its great personalities; the place of the 
Bible in the life of to-day.” (Publisher’s note.) The real purpose of the 
book is to do away with the authority of the Bible. He hastens to tell us 
on page 3 that “the Bible is not a perfect book. The fact that it is the 
product of human hands and human minds would be sufficient reason for 
such a conclusion.” Indeed, “the Bible claims its own inspiration,” p. 280; 
but on page 284 he tells us that “the doctrine of verbal inspiration has 
been discarded as incapable of proof and incompatible with the evident 
facts.” Consequently “the Bible is not a final and infallible guide to 
conduct,” and they are in error who “affirm that the seat of authority is 
to be found in the Bible.” Then who is to be our guide to salvation? We 
are again directed to Dr. Oman’s erratic pilot: “This makes it evident 
that the authority which we recognize as truly present in the Biblical 
tecord does not inhere in the Book as such. But rather it is found in the 
appeal which the Scripture as a whole makes to the moral sense within 
humanity. It exercises that power by the sheer force of its appeal to all 
that is best within men.” “There is no closed circle of divine revelation. 
God is ever speaking to the race through the stern lessons of history, 
through the mutations of human experience, and through the lives of 
choice and elect souls who perceive more fully than their fellows the vision 
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of truth.” And the voyage of Dr. Willett ends, as does that of Dr. Oman, 
in total shipwreck. The best he can say of Jesus is that He is “the exhi- 
bition of a normal, perfect human character.” 

Much of what Dr. Oman says, as on the arrogant claims of Catholicism 
and on the needs of the Church, is worthy of note. If one could only 
forget the background! Professor Willett’s book also contains much useful 
information on the Bible — but also the usual misinformation put out by 
Higher Criticism.— What a repellent task these men have to perform: 
to write “a fascinating story” on the Bible, on a book which is the greatest 
fraud of history! And what an impossible task! They have to show up 
the fraud, to show that the claim of the Bible as to its inspiration is 
fraudulent, and then must demonstrate that this unholy book brings out 
the best that is in man! TH. ENGELDER. 


Some Exponents of Mystical Religion. By Rufus M. Jones. The 
Abingdon Press, New York. 237 pages, 54%,X7%. Price, $1.50. 

Dr. Jones is a Quaker clergyman and is Professor of Philosophy in 
Haverford College. To his Quaker connection may be attributed the merits 
as well as the weaknesses of his treatise on mysticism. As defined by him, 
the mystical experience is one through which the mind “comes into imme- 
diate contact with environing spiritual reality” (p. 17). It is what 
Dr. Bucke called “cosmic consciousness,” that higher consciousness by which 
“a, person breaks through the veils and husks of the universe and comes 
into living experience of the inner heart of things” (p.180). As those 
who have had this experience, Dr. Jones registers the names of Jesus, 
St. Paul, St. John, St. Augustine, St. Bernard, St. Francis, George Fox, and 
also Plotinus, Dionysius the Areopagite, Jacob Boehme (p.81f.). The 
author makes clear his belief that matters of creed, or doctrine, do not 
enter into the question of mysticism. When Luther, for instance, begins 
to stress belief, — the belief “that the use of sacred words, the performance 
of certain acts, the acceptance of mental attitudes and positions are bound 
to work desirable results upon the destiny of the soul,” —he is no longer 
in the field of mystical religion (p.148). The influence of medieval 
mystics on Martin Luther is set forth in detail, although Dr. Jones has 
missed some expressions of Luther which practically repeat the sentiment 
of Meister Eckhart which he quotes with such approval (p.98 and else- 
where): “Though God should tell him mouth to mouth, ‘Thou shalt be 
lost forever with the damned,’ he only loves God all the more and says, 
‘Lord, as Thou wilt that I be damned, damned I will be eternally.’ That 
person can truly say to God, ‘I love Thee.’” Plotinus comes in for a large 
share of attention as the ideal mystic. Naturally, an author who can 
place upon one level of experience Jesus Christ and the Alexandrian 
philosopher, also Buddha and Walt Whitman, does not view reality from 
the level of Christian belief. That the true spiritual insight is granted by 
God’s Spirit to those only who have entered into communion with God 
by faith in Jesus Christ is a thought quite foreign to this treatise. Indeed, 
Dr. Jones specifically denies that the mystical experience is “something 
which is granted to a few favored souls by a special act of the grace of 
God” (p.34). He admits that “with the Augustinian” — why not Pauline? 
why not Christian? — “conception of man as lost, fallen, ruined, depraved, 
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and utterly devoid of spiritual quality that supernatural view is the only 
one that could be legitimately held” (p. 34). We cannot see that the posi- 
tion taken by Professor Jones, though apparently it cuts straight across 
the materialistic world-view, is closer to the spirit of Christianity than 
the materialistic scheme. Though he seems to shrink from the pantheism 
which crops out in the representatives of mystic philosophy, he accepts 
pantheism in those very quotations which to him express the culmination 
of mystic experience. And pantheism, as Samuel Taylor Coleridge said, 
is a painted atheism. TH. GRAEBNER. 


Man in the Making. By Charles M. A. Stine, Ph. D., Sc. D., and Milton 
H. Stine, Ph. D. D.D. The Lutheran Literary Board, Burlington, 
Towa. 145 pages, 5X7%. Price, $1.50. 


Here is another book in the growing number of monographs in apolo- 
getics devoted to the refutation of the untenable theory of evolution and 
the false deductions drawn therefrom. It is clear that the authors are 
Fundamentalists, whose interest is that of preserving the truth of Scripture 
against the claims of science falsely so called. Statements like the follow- 
ing are especially valuable: “The primary object of the Bible is the pres- 
entation of the redemptive plan for man, and the succinct Biblical account 
of creation merely states in the briefest terms the origin of the present 
order and points out God’s authorship. One thing should be definitely 
understood; it is this,— there can be no conflict between true science and 
the Bible. The inspired Word of God can present only facts, and true 
science, when it has arrived at the nature of the facts in the case, can 
arrive at no other facts than the ones which the Bible presents” (p. 25). 
“The story of the redemption and of God’s plan to restore His fallen crea- 
ture, man, to proper relations with Himself, constitutes the vital fabric of 
the whole Bible. It is well that the Christian should recognize the import 
of these theories and the implications of the deductions from them. 
A theory which eliminates God from the creative process gags and manacles 
Him and leaves man the helpless victim of the blind workings of a mechan- 
ical universe and is a terrible exchange for the personal love of an omnis- 
cient Creator manifest in a Redeemer and holding forth the promise of the 
fruition of man’s spiritual and intellectual possibilities in a glorious 
eternity” (p.31). 

It is to be deplored that the authors have not reached the full clearness 
of a true Lutheran understanding of the factors involved. They hold that 
the breath of life which God breathed into man at the creation was the 
spiritual life which man then forfeited again in the Fall and which the 
Holy Spirit reimparts in regeneration (p. 43 f.). They make a strange 
concession to evolution when they refer to a new cycle in the existence of 
our planet, stating that this cycle has continued for thousands of years 
(p.45). They trace the origin of Satan to “that dateless epoch which ex- 
tends from the beginning until the earth was made void and darkness was 
upon the abyss” (p. 54), not realizing that this conflicts with the state- 
ment that God looked upon “everything that He had made, and, behold, it 
was very good” (Gen. 1, 31). They are not clear about the Messiah’s 
activity in the Old Testament inspired Word (p. 55). The entire last 
chapter, “The Life to Come,” is filled with chiliastic ideas. It is a pity 
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that these misleading statements mar the presentation. Perhaps they could 
be corrected in a second edition, for the championship of the Bible appear- 
ing in these pages is decidedly invigorating. P. E. KRETZMANN. 


Martin Luther as a Preacher. By H. J. Grimm, A. M., Instructor of 
European History, Capital University, Columbus, O. 136 pages, 
5% X7%. Cloth. Price, $1.50. Order from Concordia Publishing 
House, St. Louis, Mo. 


In this interesting and instructive monograph, Professor Grimm pic- 
tures the great Reformer from a viewpoint which is often overlooked, 
namely, as a consecrated, epoch-making Gospel-preacher. Though the 
work is composed in a popular style, in which the author happily succeeds 
in “humanizing” Luther, yet it is based on the best and latest research 
work which German and English scholarship have produced. The matter 
is treated in four chapters: I. The Preacher; II. The Preacher’s Audience 
and Problems; III. The Preacher and His Homiletics; IV. The Preacher’s 
Sermons. A close study of these chapters will explain to the modern 
student of Homiletics many of the peculiarities of Luther’s preaching. 
If the sermons of the Reformer, in some respects, appear to us strange 
and unconventional, it is just because they were so deeply rooted in the 
needs of his time as well as in his own mission as the restorer of the 
Gospel. Luther’s forte in preaching consisted in this, that he so admirably 
expounded to the people of his time the pure Word of God, with proper 
distinction of, and emphasis on, the Law and the Gospel. In this respect 
he was the greatest preacher of the postapostolic age, whose sermons 
deserve constant and painstaking study. We deeply appreciate the fact 
that at this time Professor Grimm puts in our hands a book which calls 
attention to the value of Luther as a preacher and which is worthy of 
the great subject it treats. J. T. MUELLER. 


Dr. theol. et phil. Cornelius Auguft Wilfens. Aus den Tagebiichern eine’ 
evangelifden Pfarrer$ (Otium Kalksburgense). Auswahl aus hundert 
Bänden herausgegeben auf Veranlaffung feiner Verehrer und Freunde 
mit deffen Bildnis. Dritte Auflage. Drud und Verlag von C. Bertels⸗ 
mann, Giiter8loh. 1923. 294 Seiten 5X8. 

Cornelius Auguſt Wilkens, Otium Kalksburgense. Zweiter Teil. Cine 
neue Auswahl, beforgt von Otto Lerdhe. Drud und Verlag von 
C. BertelSmann in Giiter$loh. 1928. 231 Seiten 544X8, in einwand 
mit Goldtitel gebunden. Preis: M.5; gebunden: M. 6.50. 


Es ift ein eigenartigeS Werf, das in diefen beiden Banden vorliegt, von 
denen der erfte in verhältnismäßig kurzer Beit drei Auflagen erlebt hat, wie 
eben aud) der Mann, von dem das Werk ftammt, eigenartig war. Wilfens ent: 
ftammte einer alten, angefebenen Patrigierfamilie in Bremen, ftudierte Theologie, 
war etwa zwanzig Jahre lang Pfarrer, erft in Wien, dann im Haag, und zwar 
an reformierten Gemeinden, obwohl er in feiner Theologie fonft Lutheraner wat, 
309 fic) hierauf ins Privatleben guritd, was feine Verhältniſſe ihm erlaubten, 
und lebte noc über dreigig Jahre ausgedehnten und eindringenden Studien, 
führte eine große Korreſpondenz, verdfentlidie unter andern Schriften iiber den 
Proteftantismus in Spanien, iiber den mittelalterlichen Scholaſtiker Wbalard, 





Book Review. — Qiteratur. 399 


über den lutheriſchen Theologen Hefhufius, über die grofe und fromme Sängerin 
%enny Lind, eine höchſt anjiehende, wiederholt in unſern Blättern empfoblene 
Piographie, und war Mitarbeiter der „Allgemeinen Ev.-Luth. Kirchenzeitung“, des 
Theologiſchen Literaturblatts” und anderer Beitfchriften, bis er im hohen Alter 
pon fünfundachtzig Jahren ftarb. Er war ungemein belefen und vielfeitig, hatte 
nod) weittragende literarifde Plaine, namentlich biographiſcher Art, wofür er in 
gehn Jahren 1,480 Werke gelefen und 50,000 Notizen gefammelt hatte, ift aber 
damit nicht fertig getworden. Cr ſchrieb mir unter Beifügung einiger feiner fiir- 
zeren Schriften am 9. April 1900: „Das Studium fiir einen Stoff madht mir 
großes Vergniigen, die Rompofition fo große Arbeit, dak ich, nachdem Berge von 
Rollettaneen niedergefdrieben find, die Sachen liegen laffe. ... Auch habe ih 
mit die Mahnung des Pbhilologen F. A. Wolf gemerft: Man muß nicht durdh 
Rochen fiir andere fich um die eigene Mahlzeit bringen.” Bn feiner Buriidgegogen- 
heit in RalfSburg bet Wien machte er eingehende Tagebuchaufzeichnungen, im 
gangen hundert Bande, von denen jeder etwa dreihundert Seiten ftarf war, fin 
und fauber gefdrieben, über alleS, was er [a8, ftudierte, beobadchtete, erfubr und 
beurteilte, und aus Ddiefer, von ihm felbft ,,Otium Kalksburgense“ genannten 
Tagebuchſammlung find die vorliegenden Auszüge gemacht, eine ganz erftaunlice 
Menge geiftvoller, origineller, fcharffinniger, oft ungemein treffender und über— 
tafdender, mandmal allerdingS auch fehr anfechtbarer Bemerfungen iiber die 
verfdiedenften Perfonen und mannigfaltigften Gegenftiinde, in denen jeder etwas 
und mande viel finden werden, wenn man aud) bedauern muß, dak es bet dem 
Verfaffer nicht gu mehr gufammenbingender, fyftematifder Urbeit gefommen ift. 
Gr ſcheut fi) auch nicht vor ſcharfen Urteilen und Verurteilungen, gum Beifpiel 
über Schleiermacher und Ritſchl. Und wie auf dem Gebiete der Theologie, fo iſt 
et aud) in weltlicher Wiſſenſchaft, Literatur und Kunſt gu Haufe. Wir haben 
uns viele treffende Ausſprüche notiert, finnen fie aber nicht abdruden. Wir 
laffen nur feine Ausſage itber den in Glterer und neuerer Beit oft verdächtigten, 
aber in Wahrheit frommen und großen lutherifden Theologen Calov folgen: 
„Sein RKollege Neumann fagt von ihm: Ich habe das graue, hochverdiente Haupt 
an die fiinf Jahre lang gefannt und Sfter mit Verwunderung angehört; die 
ganje Stadt weif nod) von feiner unverfälſchten Pietät gu reden, wie er nad 
feiner Gewohnheit frühmorgens um 3 Uhr fic) ermunterte, vor Gott fupfallig 
wurde und iiber eine Stunde fein Gebet verridtete. Er war nidt mit dem Geis 
bejeffen und lich feinen Armen mit Willen ohne Hilfe gehen. Er ſuchte feine 
Ehre darin, dak er Neuerungen in unferer Religion anfangen möchte, fondern 
das war feine Sorge, daß die treue Beilage, die uns Luther aus der Heiligen 
Sthrift wieder erfegt hatte, unverfalfdht erhalten und der Nachwelt unverfehrt 
bewahrt würde.““ (II, 83.) Die modern-tritifche Theologie lehnte Wilkens ſcharf 
ab und geigt fid) als evangeliſchen Chriften, dem die lutheriſche Lehre lied und 
wert ift; freilid) iiber Union und UnioniSmus hat er nicht das richtige Urteil. 
Auf den legten Seiten de$ hundertften Bandes des „Otium“ — er hatte einft 
geäußert, er möchte das „otium Kalksburgense“ auf hundert Bande bringen — 
ſchrieb der fiinfundadtgigiibrige Greis mit unveränderter, feſter Handſchrift: 
r2l, Juni 1914: Der längſte Tag! Mit Wehmut ſehe id ihn. Der Todestag 
ift unjer längſter Tag hienieden. Wohl allen, für die cin ewig langer Tag folgt!“ 
Damit legte er die Feder nieder, um fie nie mehr gu berühren. Am nächſten 
Morgen fand man ihn fceinbar friedlid) ſchlummernd; ohne jeden Kampf war er 
verſchieden, die befondere Gnade des von ihm fo oft gebraudten Wortes er- 
fabrend: ,Du tannft durd) des Todes Türen trdumend führen.“ (1, 1X.) &. F. 





400 Book Review. — Siteratur. 


Bengniffe der Wahrheit. Predigten über die Cvangelien nad der erften Peri: 
fopenreihe der Synodalfonferen3. Bon J. H. Hartenberger. Mit 
einem Begleitwort von Prof. M.S. Sommer. Concordia Publishing 
House, St. Louis, Mo. 1930. VIII und 401 Seiten 6X9, in Leinwand 
mit Goldtitel gebunden. Preis: $2.75. 

P. HartenbergerS Predigtgabe ift in weiten Kreifen unferer Synode befannt, 
und feine Predigtbiicher in deutſcher und in englifdher Sprache haben viel Anklang 
gefunden. Er verfteht e8 eben, guten Inhalt in volkstümlicher Weife dargubieten, 
und die Predigten find nicht gu lang, fondern find wohl hervorgewachſen aus der 
Saclage, die in fo vielen unferer Gemeinden fic) findet, dak jeden Sonntagvor- 
mittag ein deutſcher und ein engliſcher Gottesdienft naceinander abgehalten wird. 
Das Buch enthalt im ganjen 69 Predigten. Alle Wdvent8-, Epiphanias- und 
Trinitatisfonntage find beriidfidhtigt, und außerdem werden je zwei Predigten 
fiir Weihnadhten, Oftern und Pfingften und je eine Predigt fiir Silvefter, Neu- 
jabr, Epiphanias, GriindonnerStag, Karfreitag, Himmelfahrtsfeft, Reformations: 
feft und Danffagungstag dargeboten. Wir empfehlen diefe Predigten angelegentlid 
unfern Paftoren. Die Wusftattung deS Buches ift vorzüglich, der Preis durchaus 
annehmbar bei dem Umfang und der UWuSftattung. L. F. 


Church Publicity. A Complete Treatment of Publicity Opportunities 
and Methods in the Local Church. By William H. Leach. 270 
pages, 5148. Cokesbury Press, Nashville, Tenn. Price, $2.25. 

We Lutherans in former years were somewhat slow in making use of 
church publicity. Now, however, there is reason to fear that some among 
us go to the other extreme. Ne quid nimis! If done along proper and 
sane lines, we very much encourage church publicity. If carefully used, 
eliminating what we should not or even dare not do, one can find in the 

Rev. Mr. Leach’s new book Church Publicity valuable hints and directions. 

J. H. C. Fairz. 


The Marburg Debate Between Luther and Zwingli, October 1—4, 
1529. By William Dallmann. Second Edition. Northwestern Pub- 
lishing House Print, Milwaukee, Wis. 24 pages, 31,6. Price: 
Single copy, 10 cts.; in quantities, 5 cts. the copy. 

This is a good, brief account of the memorable debate whose four- 
hundredth anniversary the Lutheran Church observed last year. The last 
chapter, with the heading “Was Luther Right?” presents the opinions of 
modern “scientific? New Testament scholars to the effect that Luther’s 
teaching of the Sacrament is that of St. Paul. W. ARNDT. 
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